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Santa Fe Board of County Commissioners
County Commission Chambers
County Administration Building

REGULAR MEETING
July 13,2010 at 2:00pm ';7

Please turn off Cellular Phones during the meeting.

Amended Agenda

I. Adjournment Of Closed Executive Session Of July 2, 2010
II. Call To Order
III. Roll Call
IV. Pledge Of Allegiance
V. State Pledge
VI. Invocation
VII. Approval Of Agenda
Amendments
Tabled Or Withdrawn Items
VIII. Approval Of Consent Calendar
A. Consent Calendar Withdrawals
IX. Approval Of Minutes
A. Approval Of June 8, 2010 BCC Minutes
B. Approval Of June 8, 2010 Budget Study Session Minutes
C. Approval Of June 22, 2010 Emergency Meeting Minutes
X. Special Presentations
A. Presentation By Adrian Ortiz From The Northern Area Local Workforce
Development Board




XI. Matters Of Public Concern -NON-ACTION ITEMS
XII. Matters From The Commission
A. Resolution No. 2010- A Resolution In Support Of The CLEAR Act —A
Federal Climate Bill That Substantively Reduces Global Warming
Emissions, While At The Same Time Protects The Taxpayers.
(Commissioner Holian)(TABLED)
B. Preserve San Miguel Chapel Project Presentation (Commissioner Holian)
C. Resolution 2010- A Resolution Supporting New Mexico Senate Joint
Resolution 5, New Mexico Constitutional Amendment, Proposing To Amend
Article 10, Section 2 Of The Constitution Of New Mexico To Allow Elected
County Officers To Serve Up To Three Consecutive Four Year Terms,
Instead Of The Current Limit Of Two Consecutive Terms. (Commissioner i
Montoya) ;
D. NCRTD Status Update (Commissioner Stefanics) Er
E. Provide Direction To Staff To Develop Program Structure And Activities B
Related To Home Improvement And Energy Efficiency As Part Of Santa Fe
County Affordable Housing Program. (Commissioners Holian And Vigil)
XIII. Consent Calendar
A. Final Orders
1. CDRC Case # S 06-5031 The Village At Galisteo Basin Preserve
Preliminary Plat/Development Plan. Commonweal Conservancy
Inc., Applicant, Ted Harrison, Agent Request Preliminary Plat
And Development Plan Approval For Phase I Of The Village At
Galisteo Basin Preserve Which Will Consist Of 131 Single Family
Residential Lots, 3 Multi-Family Residential Lots For A Total Of
149 Residential Units, And 5 Non-Residential Lots Within a 60
Acre Development Envelope Within An Overall 10,000+ Acre Area.
The Request Also Includes The Following Variances Of The
County Land Development Code: 1) To Allow Driveway Locations
To Be Closer Than 100 Feet From Intersections; 2) To Allow Slopes
Of Up To 5% Within 50 Feet Of An Intersection Rather Than
Required 3% Or Less Within 100 Feet Of An Intersection; 3) To
Allow Driving Lanes For Minor Arterial Roads And Local Sub-
Collector Roads To Be Reduced To A Width Of Less Than 12 Feet;
4) To Reduce The Required R-O-W Width From 50 Feet To 32
Feet For Local Sub-Collector Roads And 25 Feet For The Local
Lane Roadways; 5) To Allow Commercial And Residential
Building Heights Of Up To 30 Feet In Certain Areas. (Commission
District 3). (APPROVED 4-0)
2. CDRC Case # V 06-4572 Grabowski Variance. Edward And Pam
Grabowski, Applicants, Javier Ortega, Agent Request Three
Variances Of The County Land Development Code: 1) To Allow
Disturbance Of Slopes Of 30% And Greater; 2) To Allow The
Height Of The Residence To Exceed 18’; And 3) To Allow
Retaining Walls To Exceed 10’ In Height In Order To Construct A
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6,862 Sq. Ft. Residence On 1.12 Acres. The Property Is Located
Off Old Santa Fe Trail At 59 Cloudstone Drive Within Section 6,
Township 16 North, Range 10 East (Commission District 4).
(APPROVED 5-0)

B. Miscellaneous

1.

Request Approval Of A Resolution Approving The Declaration Of
Trust For Santa Fe County Housing Authority Project No. NM02-
P050-007

. Approval Of Solar Energy Agreement By And Between American

Capital Energy- BDD Solar LLC And Buckman Direct Diversion
Board And City Of Santa Fe And Santa Fe County.

XIV. Staff And Elected Officials’ Items

A. Growth Management Department

1.

4.

Ordinance No. 2010- __ , To Amend The Paragraph C Of Section
18 Of The County’s Affordable Housing Ordinance, Ordinance No.
2006-02, To Provide That, When The Unit Is Sold, Refinanced Or
Subject To Filing A New Ownership With the Santa Fe County
Assessor’s Office, Within Ten Years Of Entry Into The Affordable
Housing Program, The County Shall Share In The Appreciation In
The Same Percentage As The Proportion Of The County’s Initial
Lien To The Initial Market Value Of The Home. After The Ten
Year Period, The County Would Only Recoup Its Principal
Amount And Interest Thereon.

Resolution No. 2010- A Resolution To Amend Housing Assistance
Regulations To Increase The Amount Of The Grant Of All Or A
Portion Of The Costs Of Acquisition, Development, Construction,
Financing Operating Or Owning Affordable Housing From
$10,000.00 to $20,000.00.

. Affordable Housing Report: Summary Of Previous Needs

Assessments, Mortgage Tax Credit Extension, Down Payment
Assistance Update. Discuss Extension Of Program And / Or
Services To Be Provided To Current Homebuyers.

Update On The Sustainable Land Use Development Plan. Jack
Kolkmeyer, Director/Growth Management Department

B. Matters From The County Manager

C. Matters From The County Attorney

1. Executive Session

A. Discussion of Pending of Threatened Litigation

B. Limited Personnel Issues

C. Discussion of the Purchase, Acquisition or Disposal of Real
Property or Water Rights

D. Collective Bargaining




XV. Public Hearings
A. Growth Management
1. CDRC Case # VAR 10-5060 Hari Hari Khalsa Variance. Hari Hari

Khalsa, Applicant, Requests A Variance Of Article III, Section 10
(Lot Size Requirements) Of The Land Development Code To Allow
A Second Dwelling Unit On 0.59 Acres. The Property Is Located
At 8 Athenas Way, Within Section 7, Township 20 North, Range 9
East, (Commission District 1). John M. Salazar, Case Planner

. CDRC Case # VAR 10-5090 Florencio Romero Variance.

Florencio Romero, Applicant, Requests A Variance Of The
Pojoaque Valley Traditional Community District Ordinance 2008-
S, Section 12.5 (Density And Dimensional Standards) To Allow A
Second Dwelling Unit On 1.6 Acres. The Property Is Located At 4-
B Molino Viejo, Within Section 10, Township 19 North, Range 9
East, (Commission District 1). John M. Salazar, Case Planner

. CDRC Case # Z 09-5520 New Mexico Boys & Girls Ranch Master

Plan. The New Mexico Boys & Girls Ranch Foundation Inc.,
Applicant, Consensus Planning, Agent, Request Master Plan
Zoning Approval As A Community Service Facility For A
Consolidated Residential School Facility Consisting Of Student,
Staff, Administration And Transitional Housing, A School And
Administration Building, And Accessory Uses Totaling
Approximately 115,200 Sq. Ft. On 964.34 Acres To Be Completed
In 3 Phases. The Property Is Located On County Road 22, West Of
State Road 344, North Of Cedar Grove, Within Sections 3 & 10,
Township 11 North, Range 7 East (Commission District 3). Vicki
Lucero, Case Manager

. CDRC Case # S 08-5210 Sandstone Pine Estates. Anasazi MV JV

LLC, Applicant, Melvin Varela, Agent, Request Preliminary And
Final Plat And Development Plan Approval For A 12-Lot
Residential Subdivision On 42.99 Acres. The Property Is Located
In Glorieta, North Of I-25, South Of State Road 50, Within
Sections 1 And 2, Township 15 North, Range 11 East (Commission
District 4). Vicki Lucero, Case Manager

. CDRC Case # S 04-5421 Vallecita De Gracia Subdivision. JK? Inc.

(Jim Brown) Applicant, Siebert & Associates, Agent Request A
Preliminary And Final Plat And Development Plan Amendment To
The Previously Approved Vallecita De Gracia Subdivision To
Create 3 Additional Lots In Addition To The Previously Platted 11
Lots For A Total Of 14 Lots On 42 Acres. The Property Is Located
Along County Road 54, North Of The Intersection Of County Road
54 And Paseo De Angel, Within Sections 22,27 And 28, Township
16 North, Range 8 East (Commission District 3). Vicki Lucero,
Case Manager
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6.

XVIL Adjournment

CDRC Case # Z/DP 09-3132 PNM Caja Del Rio Substation. PNM,
(Jeanette Yardman), Applicant, Requests Master Plan
Zoning/Preliminary And Final Development Plan Approval For
The Construction Of The Caja Del Rio Substation On 2.4 Acres.
The Substation Is Needed To Serve The City Of Santa Fe/Santa Fe
County Buckman Direct Diversion Water Pumping And Treatment
Facilities Along With Future Growth In The Area. The Project
Will Consist Of The Substation, Installation Of Two Tap
Structures Approximately 70’ Feet In Height And Two
Termination Structures Approximately 45’ Feet In Height That
Will Connect With PNM’s Existing 115k V Transmission Line.
The Property Is Located At 11 W. Caja Del Oro Grant Rd., Within
Section 22, Township 17 North, Range 8 East, (Commission District
2). Wayne Dalton, Case Manager. (TABLED)

BCC Case # MIS 10-5280 Las Tres Campanas Restaurant License.
Las Tres Campanas LLC, Applicant, Requests Approval Of A
Restaurant Liquor License To Serve Beer And Wine With Meals.
The Property Is Located At 1 Valle Vista Blvd, Within Section 26,
Township 16 North, Range 8 East, Santa Fe County, (Commission
District 5). Jose E. Larranaga, Case Manager

BCC Case # MIS 10-5300 The Club At Las Campanas Liquor

License(s), Transfer Of Ownership. The Club At Las Campanas,

Inc., Applicant, Linda Aikin, Agent, Request Approval Of A
Transfer Of Ownership Of Liquor License Numbers 804 And 2710.
The Sites Are Located At 32 Clubhouse Drive And 34 Ranch
Estates Road, Within Sections 11 & 13, Township 17 North, Range
8 East, Santa Fe County, (Commission District 2). Jose E.
Larranaga, Case Manager

The County of Santa Fe makes every practical effort to assure that its meetings and programs
are accessible to people with disabilities. Individuals with disabilities should contact Santa Fe
County at 986-6200 in advance to discuss any special needs (e.g., interpreters for the hearing
impaired or readers for the sight impaired)




July 13,2010

This regular meeting of the Santa Fe Board of County Commissioners was called to
order at approximately 10:10 a.m. by Chair Harry Montoya, in the Santa Fe County
Commission Chambers, Santa Fe, New Mexico.

Following the Pledge of Allegiance and State Pledge, roll was called by County Clerk
Valerie Espinoza and indicated the presence of a quorum as follows:

Members Present: Members Fxcused:
Commissioner, Harry Montoya, Chair [None]
Commissioner Virginia Vigil, Vice Chair

Commissioner Kathy Holian

Commissioner Liz Stefanics

Commissioner Mike Anaya

V. INVOCATION
An invocation was given by Theresa Montez from the County Clerk’s Office.

VII. APPROVAIL OF AGENDA
A. Amendments

B. Tabled Or Withdrawn Items

PENNY ELLIS-GREEN (Acting County Manager): Thank you, Mr. Chair.
We do have some changes to the agenda. Item number XII. A is a resolution in support of the
CLEAR Act, that is being tabled today. On the Consent Calendar, item XIIL. B. 1. Request
approval of a declaration of trust for the Santa Fe County Housing Authority project is being
withdrawn from this agenda.

We’ve added an item number XIV. A. 4. An updated on the Sustainable Land
Development Plan has been added. And under Public Hearings, item XV. A. 6 has been
tabled, and there’s been a request to move items XV. A 7 and 8 to the front of the Public
Hearings to be heard as items 1 and 2.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Mr. Chair.
CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Holian. -
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COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: I would also like to request that we move item
XII. E to directly after item XIV. A. 3. [ think it will make more sense there.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: I move we approve with amendments.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Second.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Motion by Commissioner Vigil, second by
Commissioner Holian with the amendments. Any other discussion?

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

VIII. APPROVAL OF CONSENT CALENDAR
A. Consent Calendar Withdrawals

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So moved.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Second.

CHAIRMAN MONTOY A: Motion by Commissioner Anaya, second by
Commissioner Stefanics.

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

XIII. CONSENT CALENDAR
A. Final Orders
1. CDRC Case # S 06-5031 the Village at Galisteo Basin Preserve
imi Commonweal Conservancy

Inc., Applicant, Ted Harrison, Agent Request Preliminary Plat
and Development Plan Approval for Phase I of the Village at
Galisteo Basin Preserve Which Will Consist of 131 Single Family
Residential Lots, 3 Multi-Family Residential Lots for a Total of
149 Residential Units, and 5 Non-Residential Lots within a 60-
Acre Development Envelope within an Overall 10,000+ Acre Area.
The Request Also Includes the Following Variances of the County
Land Development Code: 1) to Allow Driveway Locations to Be
Closer Than 100 Feet From Intersections; 2) to Allow Slopes of Up
to 5% within 50 Feet of an Intersection Rather Than Required 3%
Or Less within 100 Feet of an Intersection; 3) to Allow Driving
Lanes for Minor Arterial Roads and Local Sub-Collector Roads to
Be Reduced to a Width of Less Than 12 Feet; 4) to Reduce the
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Required R-O-W Width From 50 Feet to 32 Feet for Local Sub-
Collector Roads and 25 Feet for the Local Lane Roadways; S) to
Allow Commercial and Residential Building Heights of Up to 30
Feet in Certain Areas. (Commission District 3). (APPROVED 4-0)
2. CDRC Case # V 06-4572 Grabowski Variance. Edward and Pam
Grabowski, Applicants, Javier Ortega, Agent Request Three
Variances of the County Land Development Code: 1) to Allow
Disturbance of Slopes of 30% and Greater; 2) to Allow the Height
of the Residence to Exceed 18’; and 3) to Allow Retaining Walls to
Exceed 10’ in Height in Order to Construct a 6,862 Sq. Ft.
Residence on 1.12 Acres. The Property is Located Off Old Santa
Fe Trail at 59 Cloudstone Drive within Section 6, Township 16
North, Range 10 East (Commission District 4). (APPROVED 5-0)
B. Miscellaneous

1. Request Approval of a Resolution Approving the Declaration of
Trust for Santa Fe County Housing Authority Project No. NM02-
P050-007

2. Approval of Solar Energy Agreement By and Between American

Capital Energy — BDD Solar LLC and Buckman Direct Diversion
Board and City of Santa Fe and Santa Fe County.

IX. APPROVAI OF MINUTES
A. Approval of June 8, 2010 BCC Minutes

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So moved.
COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Second.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Motion by Commissioner Anaya, second by
Commissioner Holian. Discussion?

The motion passed by unanimous |5-0] voice vote.
IX. B. Approval of June 8, 2010 Budget Study Session Minutes
COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Move for approval.
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Second.
CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: I have a motion by Commissioner Holian, second
by Commissioner Stefanics. Discussion?

The motion passed by unanimous [S-0] voice vote.

IX. C Approval of June 22, 2010 Emergency Meeting Minutes
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COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So moved.

COMMISSIONER HOLJAN: Second.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Motion by Commissioner Anaya, second by
Commissioner Holian. Any discussion?

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

X. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS
A. Presentation By Adrian Ortiz From the Northern Area Local Workforce

Development Board [Exhibit 1. Workforce Report]

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Welcome, Adrian.

ADRIAN ORTIZ: Thank you, Mr. Chair. It’s an honor to be able to present to
the Board of County Commissioners. The request was made to our office to bring
information regarding the northern area local Workforce Development Board. We have
provided for you in your packet our last annual report that gives in detail some of the
information regarding the Board and it’s activity for our program year 2008. We are
completing program year 2009 and we will have another report ready for submission in
January after we compile our data.

There’s general information regarding our budgets. There’s general information
regarding our performance and what we have seen in this past year, and some of the direction
that we have gone and some of the direction we wish to go, and also some information
regarding what we have labeled as success stories and some of the tools that are available to
the citizens of New Mexico and specifically northern New Mexico. The question that was
presented to us, Mr. Chair, was regarding the board and its composition. So I have brought a
little bit of background information and a short presentation regarding the board and how it is
— how the composition is arrived at and | will go ahead and start my presentation at this time.

The Northern Area Workforce Development Board priority is to maintain one-stop
centers or an active presence in all ten counties of the northern area to establish two of these
centers in Santa Fe and Farmington as comprehensive one-stop centers. The Workforce
Development Services in the ten counties that we serve are as follows, but I would like to
enumerate the ten counties which we serve as the Northern Area Workforce Board. Starting
on the east side of the state, it’s Colfax, Mora, San Miguel, into the central area — Santa Fe,
Los Alamos, Rio Arriba, Taos, and then on the west side, McKinley, San Juan and Cibola
counties.

The service area encompasses approximately 135,000 square miles of New Mexico,
and it’s all across the northern area, bordering on the Colorado area and we encompass also
the Navajo Nation and 14 other Native American Pueblos.

The workforce system, which we manage for the board, has made it its primary goal
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to set up a network of one-stop career centers at the local level. The one-stop career centers
provide a place where individual job seekers can find high-quality local information on
available jobs and skill requirements and training that may be available. And your individual
jobseekers can prepare for employment through job readiness, enhancements, skills training
and referrals to other employment-related services through the one-stop centers. Employers
can list job openings, recruit skilled candidates, find information about local wages,
economic trends, and connect to other training resources within their local area.

The one-stop services range from self-services to more hands-on, staff-assisted
services, and of course the one-stop services at this point in time are charged with the
delivery of the unemployment benefits to the residents of northern New Mexico and New
Mexico in general. And as we know, due to the economic situation this has become one of
the primary activities through our one-stop centers.

In 1998 the US Congress enacted what is called the Workforce Investment Act of
1998. And in that act it specifically designated the membership of boards. The boards — there
are four boards in New Mexico — the Northern Area Workforce Development Area is one of
the four boards. We have one in the central area that encompasses four counties. We have the
southwest area that encompasses 13 counties, and then we have one on the east side of the
state that encompasses 11 counties. As you’re well aware of, the state is primarily rural,
which does account for the large number of miles in between one-stop centers.

The board is made up primarily — 51 percent business representatives. The law called
for the governor of the state, in partnership with the state board to establish criteria for use by
chief elected officials in local areas for appointment of members of the local board. Neither
the governor nor the state board has given us specific direction for this, so it’s become
incumbent upon the four boards to establish criteria and direction that fits with the law. The
composition of the law requires by law that representatives of the business and the local
business community in the local area be 51 percent of the total board.

Along with the business community there are mandated partners that are required by
the law. Business membership is defined as those that are owners of business, chief executive
or operating officers of business, and other business executives or employers with optimum
policy making or hiring authority. Representatives from business with employment
opportunities are to be seated on the board to reflect those employment opportunities for the
local areas.

Now the CEOs — this becomes important — the CEOs are the chief elected officers
that end up having the ability to make final appointments. The process that has been outlined
by the northern board to fill vacancies on the board is that the board will receive nominations
from chambers of commerce, business associations, small business development
corporations, economic development corporations, or economic development districts. Then
the participating CEOs, you all being one of those in this area, in each county will be
responsible for agreeing upon the appointment of up to two private sector board members in
their own counties. When there are large numbers that represent the — such as economic
development districts, those nominations are submitted not only to the local counties such as
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Santa Fe County, but are submitted to other local chief elected officials throughout the ten-
county area or the specific economic group, such as the North Central Regional Economic
Development area. There are approximately 12 CEO organizations that would receive the
information and give us their input to either approve or disapprove that requested
appointment.

The mandated partners that we look at — there are actually 18 of them. And I’m not
going to enumerate all of the 18 partners, but I’'m going to give you some idea as to the
mandated partners that should be represented on the board, but also in our one-stop centers.
Some of these are the New Mexico Department of Workforce Solutions, which includes
various partners such as veterans, unemployment benefits, Wagner Pizer activity, and a
number of other areas, including apprenticeship activity, the New Mexico Department of
Human Services, the New Mexico Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, the New Mexico
Public Education Department, the New Mexico Commission of Higher Education, New
Mexico Agency on Aging for the northern ward area, New Mexico Job Corps, New Mexico
Commission for the Blind, and various other divisions represented through the New Mexico
Department of Workforce Solutions and other areas as specified in the law.

Mr. Chair, I think that is the extent of my presentation I will be more than happy to
answer any questions that any of the Commissioners may have.

CHAIRMAN MONTOY A: Okay. Thank you, Adrian, and we did have this as
a presentation as a result of the request to fill the board member slot and the Commission did
have some questions. So thank you, Adrian, for presenting this. Commissioner Stefanics.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Thank you, Adrian.
On the annual report you gave us, 2009, page 10, there are Workforce Development Board
members. So I see our current chair there, and what other appointees then did we have from
Santa Fe County?

MR. ORTIZ: From Santa Fe County, we had Mr. Carlos Gonzales, who was a
private business owner, plus he was also a member of the board of directors for the
Guadalupe Credit Union. He had served on the board since actually its inception and has
since resigned, and this is why you are seeing some of the activity coming to you for
discussion of current nominees.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Okay, so besides our chair sitting on this
board, then we have a member of the business community.

MR. ORTIZ: Correct.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: So the chair of the Commission would
automatically be seated.

MR. ORTIZ: Not necessarily, Commissioner Stefanics. What happened was
that your chair for the County Commission happened to be nominated as a member of a
community based organization, which was Hands Across Cultures, which was representing
not only Santa Fe County but the complete central area which incorporated Santa Fe, Los
Alamos, Rio Arriba and Taos counties, as a community based organization. We were
fortunate that he was seated on the County Commission and of course we tried to take full
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advantage of that. So as the chief hiring official for that community based organization and
director he was nominated and approved, appointed by the former County Commission.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: So, Mr. Chair, Adrian, do we not — then
let’s say Commissioner Montoya moves on, that does not allot us an elected official space on
the board.

MR. ORTIZ: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Stefanics, the Board is not comprised
of elected officials. What we are in the process of doing is we are trying to set up a board
through our rules committee. Let me backtrack. A committee of chief elected officials that
would actually act on behalf and be elected from the ten counties that we represent so that
they would have knowledge of what is taking place in board activity and that we would report
to on a regular basis which would allow that committee of the whole — ten counties being the
whole — to come back and report and carry back any requests for input that they would have
to the board and the board could act on it and direct the administrative entity, which I am part
of that office — the administrative entity — as to what their wishes are and some of their goals.

So we are trying to expand the role of the CEOs through that type of activity, rather
than just a general memorandum of understanding that we have in place with the various
counties at this time.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you, Adrian. Thank you for your
presentation. Is there a vacancy and do we need to appoint someone? Or are there vacancies
and do we need to appoint someone?

MR. ORTIZ: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Vigil, we actually have two vacancies
and we as the administrative entity are trying to recruit from the business community
individuals that fill the definition as I read from the law to present them to you. That does not
preclude this body, the Board of County Commissioners, from offering nominations and
allowing us to go through the process of soliciting support through the listed groups as |
enumerated, chambers of commerce, various business organizations to offer their support and
lend their support to a nomination and bringing it back to you along with other names to
make a final appointment of these two individuals.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: And when will that appointment be made?

MR. ORTIZ: We are in the process of soliciting that type of information right
now. For example, we’re dealing with the hospitality organization that deals with hospitality,
asking them to submit names from that area because it is a major employer within the
northern counties. So we’re looking to solicit nominations from them that we can follow the
process as | had outlined. You should be seeing some of that very shortly. We have received
some other nominations from other names from other business organizations that we’re
trying to compile and request the required documentation which includes résumés, letters of
nomination, etc. that you would have the complete package and then you would make youj
decisions.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: And when will that decision be made? When does
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the appointment need to be made, [ guess is a more accurate question?

MR. ORTIZ: Well, as soon as possible, but a lot of it requires, Mr. Chair,
Commissioner Vigil, a lot of it requires some legwork on our part to be able to provide you
with sufficient information that you can make an educated appointment. So we are working
on that presently and we hope to have that done by the end of this month, beginning in
August.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: So is part of your delivery today, is if we have
prospective appointees that we think might serve those positions, those names should be
submitted to you?

MR. ORTIZ: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Vigil, they definitely should.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: And do you have a deadline for that?

MR. ORTIZ: As soon as possible. I am in contact with Ms. Ellis and some of
the staff that support her, so if you want to get that information to her and she can submit that
to us we will start that process immediately, Mr. Chair.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you. Thank you, Adrian. Thank you, Mr.
Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Any other questions? Adrian, thank you.
Appreciate it. And keep up the good job you all are doing over there trying to help people
find employment.

MR. ORTIZ: It’s desperate at this point. We’re trying. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: All right. Thank you.

XI. I _ -
None were presented.

XII. MATTERS FROM THE COMMISSION
B. Preserve San Miguel Chapel Project Presentation (Commissioner Holian)
[Exhibit 2:Cornerstones Community Partnerships - Supporting Materials]

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. First of all,
Commissioner Vigil would like to co-sponsor this item with me. We have an often
overlooked jewel in our midst — the San Miguel Chapel. And it may or may not be the oldest
church in the country, but I myself believe that it definitely is. Because of its long life and
because of its service to our community, I think that it is now time for our community to give
something back to this exquisite little jewel. Today we have March Sullivan, who is the
president of St. Michael’s High School and on the Preserve San Miguel Committee, as well
as Jake Barrow, who is the program director of the Cornerstones Community Partnership, and
they will give a short presentation of the history of preservation efforts on the chapel, as well
as telling us about some exciting projects that are going on this summer. Marcy.
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MARCY SULLIVAN: Thank you, Commissioner Holian, chairman, other
Commissioners. I am delighted to be here on behalf of St. Michael’s High School. As
Commissioner Holian mentioned, we believe this to be the oldest church in the United States,
standing and operating, although proofis very hard to find. I find it interesting, and Jake
mentioned this to me as well, that your County emblem actually has an illustration of San
Miguel Mission, so that in and of itself tells me this is an important icon for the county, for
northern New Mexico, and of course of our city.

We believe the chapel was built sometime around 1610, or shortly thereafter. It served
for more than two centuries as a place of worship for the Tlaxcalan Indians, for the
Spaniards, the Native Americans, and all the community members here. In 1859 San Miguel
Chapel became the chapel for St. Michael’s College. Bishop Lamy requested that the de la
Salle Christian Brothers come to Santa Fe to start a boys’ high school, because education was
lacking here in our community of northern New Mexico. The Christian Brothers came and
sort of took up in the chapel and that became the place of worship for the male students for
their daily Catholic worship.

In 1967, when St. Michael’s High School moved to its current location at Siringo
Road the chapel became more of a community chapel. It has always been that, but without
the presence of the school onsite it became more of the community’s chapel, open to tourists,
open to visitors, and we have had mass there on Sunday, two services — one in Latin and one
in English for some time. And those masses serve a small but very dedicated parish.

As Commissioner Holian mentioned, four centuries is a long time and without doubt
an adobe structure of this nature needs some repair, and there were various projects and
repairs that happened over the years. But to date, this is the most substantial preservation
project that we’re undertaking. Jake will talk a little bit about that. We’ve partnered with
Cornerstones Community Partnership on this very, very important preservation project. And
it’s not just a project between St. Michael’s and Cornerstones, it’s actually a project for this
entire community that I would love to see members of the public, the county, get involved in,
and the school has become involved from a volunteer and educational standpoint as well.

Before I let Jake speak I want to just make note that as a new president of St. Mike’s
you’re aware of the challenges of education throughout our community. And St. Mike’s is not
without its challenges. What I find interesting is San Miguel Chapel and the preservation
project is a physical manifestation of what we’re trying to do at the school, which is rebuild
on a very important foundation, do a little reshaping, do a little bit of mortaring and
plastering and building up, strengthening our curriculum, fundraising, building a foundation,
so that our school, like the chapel can be a community school and one that serves students of
every socio-economic background who desires a private college preparatory education in a
values-based environment. Commissioners, Chairman Montoya, | appreciate the opportunity.
[ will turn it over to Jake Barrow who will talk a little bit more about the specifics about the
preservation project.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you.

JAKE BARROW: Thank you very much, Marcy, and [ really appreciate the
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opportunity to come before you, the Commission. Cornerstones Community Partnerships has
been preserving churches in New Mexico since 1986, and other public buildings, focused
primarily on our adobe heritage. What we’re about is community and heritage, both together.
Our work has always been about the volunteerism of the community and the people in the
community coming together to try to save their buildings and then we try to figure out a way
to help them.

So it’s in that same vein that we came to the assistance of St. Mike’s for the San
Miguel Chapel. We haven’t really done any work in Santa Fe so to speak so this was a great
opportunity for us to try to help. And the vision that Marcy speaks of is exactly where we’re
at. We see it as an opportunity really for people of Santa Fe to come together to work on it.
We identified in the course of a few years some serious problems out there. A bad drainage
situation, a failed drain that probably has been failed for 100 years really, that resulted in a lot
of problems in the adobe walls. So we embarked on a program of fundraising and we’ve
raised $285,000 of matching grants. So this is money that comes to the project so long as we
can either raise the money or get volunteers and in-kind services to make that work.

We started project work in the middle of May and if drive down the street and look up
you’ll see the scaffolding and we are right in the middle of it. We’ve had a tremendous
outpouring of interest from the public, both local and national and international. We have
people coming to us from North Africa. A Chilean is working with us this summer, as well as
graduate students from Harvard University, Yale University, as well as parolees from prison
situations that are out getting their volunteer services who have promised to make up for their
thing. We’re open to all. We haven’t got any kind of — we really want everybody to come out.
We’re partnering with Youth Works and the Department of Vocational Rehabilitation at the
state to get a core group of people and youth to work with us and that’s working.

So it’s a great opportunity. We’ve had a really great time. It’s been really interesting. [
encourage everybody to stop by, visit with us, to see us onsite doing this. We’re making
adobes, we’re taking stucco off and applying a mud plaster and doing structural repairs to the
church and a new drain through the churchyard, and that’s our goals for the summer. So
thank you very much and we look forward to seeing you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you, Jake. Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you. I really appreciate the presentation and
thank you, Commissioner Holian, for bringing this forward and including me. Commissioner
Montoya, you should also be included because I see you at the 5:00 mass there on Sundays
also. This is very near and dear to my heart. As you look back at the old pictures of students
who have graduated from St. Mike’s at the high school now you’ll see that my fatlier was a
graduate of the class of 1927. So the history that | have associated with St. Mike’s and with
this project is huge. He also went to study to be a Christian Brother at St. La Salle, which
didn’t happen. Fortunately for me and my eight other brothers and sisters.

What [ wanted to suggest, and I don’t know what the options are available for
volunteerism in this project. Certainly I know Commissioner Holian has some ideas. [ would
like to keep the lines of communication open to see how Santa Fe County can provide a
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support system for that. One thing comes to mind for me is students who need volunteer
work through our teen court. Their making adobes or being a part of this process could be a
very, very good experience. It’s similar to Youth Work, not as organized, but we have an
organized teen court team that works on community volunteerism that this might be a really
nice match with. If we keep those lines of communication open I think there might be some
other possibilities. Thank you, Mr. Chair. Thank you, Commissioner Holian.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you, Commissioner Vigil. Commissioner
Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Thank you, Commissioner. Jake, are you
familiar with the Sala in the Village of Galisteo then? :

MR. BARROW: Yes, we’ve been helping at La Sala a little bit. b

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Can you tell me what the status is on the La
Sala? £

MR. BARROW: Well, the last time I spoke to the community they were in a &
fundraising effort. They were going to get an architect to work on some of the plans. As you ¢
may know, there are some structural issues at the front of La Sala. I’'ve been out to look atita |}
couple of times. We’ve had an engineer out there. We’re trying to help as much as we can :
and Cornerstones, we’re like every other group. We’re a little bit financially under a cloud.
But we’re able to help a small amount and we’re trying. So we’re there if they need us.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: And is Mac Watson still working, helping out
with Cornerstones?

MR. BARROW: I would say he’s an adjunct. He’s an independent contracter.
We call on him from time to time. He worked at Cornerstones for many years. So often, he
and I will make a site visit together to visit a church or a site. So he’s kind of a non-paid
partner, a volunteer, let’s say.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: If you see him, tell him hello for me.

MR. BARROW: Okay. I will.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Thank you.

MR. BARROW: Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Stefanics.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Thank you, Mr. Chair. [ would like to speak
very highly about Cornerstones. It was around when I was still working with Open Hands and
we had a summer youth program where we did a lot of collaboration. And I am aware that the
public-private partnerships with Cornerstones is a good example of preservation of historic
buildings, many of which were churches, but I just commend this project for using the public-
private partnerships. Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN MONTOY A: Commissioner Holian.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I really — well, first of
all, thank you Marcy and Jake for you presentation and I myself would like to get my hands
into that adobe. So ’'m going to ask my constituent services liaison Tina Salazar to see if we
can sort of organize a Santa Fe County workday. If there are a number of people here who
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would like to work on the project, and also I think that Commissioner Vigil’s idea was really
good about the teen court so I’ll ask her to check into that and see whether that’s a possibility
as well. So I hope that’s acceptable to you.

MR. BARROW: Absolutely. We look forward to hearing from you.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Okay. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you, Jake. Thank you, Marcy. Great
project. Thank you.

XII. C. Resolution 2010-114. A Resolution Supporting New Mexico Senate Joint
Resolution 5, New Mexico Constitutional Amendment, Proposing to
Amend Article 10, Section 2 of the Constitution of New Mexico to Allow
Elected County Officers to Serve Up to Three Consecutive Four Year
Terms, Instead of the Current Limit of Two Consecutive Terms
(Commissioner Montoya)

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: This is an item that’s going to be on the ballot
now in November and it’s doing exactly what it states here, in terms of allowing County
officials to serve three terms instead of two. Clerk Espinoza, is there anything you’d like to
add to this?

MS. ESPINOZA: Yes, it will be on the ballot in November. I was on the air
this morning on one hand trying to promote it because it would enable County elected
officials that are serving now to serve one more term. And I think the rationale behind it is
elected officials are trained and it’s on the job training every day. The Clerk’s position, the
Commissioners’, the Treasurer’s, they’re all very technical positions so we’re hoping that the
voters will see to it that it gets passed. But again, on the other hand it hasn’t passed in the
past. So [ don’t know if it will pass again. But we are actively promoting it. So if anyone has
questions they can certainly give us a call.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Mr. Chair, I actually think in the past, Valerie, and
correct me if I’m wrong, it’s really been no term limits. This is the first time there’s just an
additional term limit, right?

MS. ESPINOSA: There’s a cap on County elected officials serving two terms.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Right. And they’re asking for just one more term.
The past referendums have been no term limits. They’ve tried to eliminate any term limits.

MS. ESPINOZA: I see what you’re saying. That’s correct.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Is that not correct? That’s part of the reason why it
has not been widely received and those of you who have served in the Association my correct
me if I’m wrong but I think what distinguished this referendum that’s going to the voter from
the past is that it only allows for one more term. Is that correct?

MS. ESPINOZA: That’s correct.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you. That’s what I understood. Thanks.

b
< i
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CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Any other discussion on this? Commissioner
Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr. Chair, I believe, and you can correct me if
I’m wrong is that the State of New Mexico is the only state that has term limits for county
elected officials. All the other states don’t have term limits.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Yes. West Virginia has term limits for their
coroner but that’s it.

MS. ESPINOZA: Mr. Chair, may [ say one more thing. I think at the County
College they invest in our training and we get certified to become good Commissioners, good
Clerks and so I think just when people are getting their feet wet that’s when their term ends,
and I do believe it’s a good thing, again.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: I think it’s particularly relevant for even smaller
counties because in those cases they have a difficult time getting elected officials to run
through qualifications and through whether or not they’re available to make the kind of
commitment that these jobs require. So the smaller counties throughout the state are very
adversely affected in terms of gaining people to run for the position and if I remember
correctly the Association advocated for that, not only based on the fact that it’s difficult for
the smaller counties but it’s difficult also to consistently retrain folks as you adhere to. Thank
you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Yes. And I think those are excellent points
because certainly, [ know of some county commissioners who essentially were asked to run
again even though they couldn’t, because nobody was filing to run for those positions. The
small counties are impacted significantly in terms of the term limits. [ think Santa Fe County
is a little different. I don’t think we’re ever at a shortage of candidates but certainly these
smaller counties are and this will help them and I’m hoping the electorate sees that this is
something that benefits local governments and local government is certainly totally different
from state government or any other types of government. City officials don’t have term
limits. At least this is allowing one more term. So this resolution is just — [’'m going to say the
therefore: Therefore be it resolved that the Santa Fe Board of County Commissioners
supports the New Mexico Senate Joint Resolution 5 amending the New Mexico Constitution
which would result in more consistent, efficient and effective administration of county
resources by allowing the three terms, three four-year terms. So I move for approval.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Second.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Second by Commissioner Anaya. Any other
discussion?

The motion passed by 4-1 voice vote with Commissioner Stefanics casting the nay
vote.
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XII. D. NCRTD Status Update (Commissioner Stefanics)

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Thanks, Mr. Chair, Commissioners. I’m
going to ask Penny Ellis-Green to give a report. She attended the last meeting as my alternate.

MS. ELLIS-GREEN: Thank you, Mr. Chair, Commissioners. The RTD
meeting was on Friday, Juiy 9™ and it was here at Santa Fe County. Two of the major items
that they approved were first of all the fiscal year 11 budget. Staff had gone back and made
several reductions to the admin portion of the budget to increase the amount that the RTD has
in reserve, which means it would now meet the FDA requirement of having a reserve. The
Finance Subcommittee had sent this forward with full approval. They had had three meetings
in the last several weeks to review the budget. So the budget was approved by the RTD
board.

Also relating to Santa Fe County, a resolution was proposed to increase the fare for
the Pojoaque school students route from one dollar per ride to three dollars a ride. This was a
proposal by the RPA because we had seen the cost of that route go from about $11,500 to
$12,000 proposed at the beginning of fiscal year 10, up to over $50,000. So what the RPA
had done was put a limit of $40,000 on the route and ask for this additional fare to be
imposed. The RTD board tabled this. There was concern from Los Alamos County, Rio
Arriba County and the Town of Espafiola. My understanding is that some of those
representatives may come to the RPA meeting next Tuesday to express their concern about
the increasing fares, whereas the rest of the RTD routes do not impose fares.
The difference with this route is that it is a demand-response; it is not a fixed route.

So the school students have transferred from the school district where they live into the
Pojoaque school district, and they actually are picked up from their house and taken across
the county line into Santa Fe County to go to a school bus stop. The school bus then picks
them up and takes them to the school. So the location where these children live is not actually
in Santa Fe County. The school they’re coming to is in Santa Fe County. That was part of the
reason that the cost escalated so much last fiscal year, is it’s not a fixed route where it really
doesn’t matter if two people get on or 20 people get on the bus. We actually go and
physically pick up the children and take them to the bus stop. That was why the RPA put the
limit on that and set the higher fare. So at the moment that resolution has been tabled by the
RTD and I believe it will go back on to the RTD agenda. So those were the two main issues
that the RTD acted upon.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Any questions for Penny? Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Yes. Penny, can you tell me what the update is
on the Stanley — the southern part route, coming into Eldorado?

MS. ELLIS-GREEN: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Anaya, yes. The RPA did
cancel that route as of July 1%. The route initially had been run by All Aboard America at a
cost of approximately $350,000 a year. What we were finding in the southern part of the
county is only about six to eight riders per day, which made the overhead of that extremely

2
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high. So the RPA did not include that in the transit service plan for this fiscal year. We’ve
looked into possible federal funding. It’s administered through the state; 5311 funding is for
rural transit. As we’re part of the NCRTD, they apply for the 5311 grant. They did not this
year get their full request of the grant and the funding has been allocated to other counties. So
my understanding is that Santa Fe County did not get any 5311 funding for this year.

We’ve also looked at 5310 funding which is for senior users. We will be notifying the
state and I’ve worked with Ron from the senior program, that we will be submitting for
funding for a bus, but the next available cycle is for fiscal year 12. And again, the money that
we get from that can only be used for capital, and we have to come up with a match of that. I
believe a 20 percent match. But that could get us a bus to be able to use.

The RTD have a proposal for actually running the route from Edgewood through
Stanley to Eldorado, which would meet the new Eldorado line, but it’s about $63,000 a year,
and at the moment, looking at the GRT, we had another month that looked like it was a little
bit lower than predicted, so there’s very little additional money left over for fiscal year 11 in
the GRT.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chair.
CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Any other questions?

XII. OTHER MATTERS FROM THE COMMISSION

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Stefanics.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I hope that things are
going well here. I understand that as of July 1*' we were to have made some budget changes,
so I’ll be asking staff questions about that when it comes time for reports from the Manager. I
hope everybody had a safe holiday and that they were not caught in any thunderstorms or
lightning strikes and that everybody was safe. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Commissioner Holian.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. First of all I want to say
thank you to the organizers and volunteers of the Folk Art Market. My husband and I went
this last weekend and it was an absolutely incredible experience. It was so multicultural; it
was so fitting with what I think we represent in this county. People from all over the world
were there. And I’m a little ashamed to admit that I’ve actually never been before and it’s
really the premiere cultural event in District 4, as far as I can tell. But I did do my part; the
County has a lot more gross receipt taxes now due to a few purchases that we made.

Secondly, I just wanted to let everybody know that I’ll be gone for the July 27"
meeting but if there are any important issues, Mr. Chair, I will be available by phone to call
in.

Thirdly, I have a rather lengthy item here about the renewable Energy Financing
District. I didn’t want to talk about it again but there have been some issues that have come
up and have caused a lot of concern, so I thought that I had really better address this.




Santa Fe County

Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of July 13,2010
Page 16

Now, our Renewable Energy Financing District is what’s called a PACE program.
That stands for Property Assessed Clean Energy, and the emphasis here is on property
assessed, and that’s the problem. There were concerns that were raised about PACE programs
in general by Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, and there was a letter that was issued last week
by the Federal Housing Finance Agency, FHFA, addressing these concerns, and specifically
the concern is on the priority of the lien on the property for the renewable energy loan.

Now, the way that these PACE programs are set up now in general is that the lien has
precedence over any mortgages on the property. So that puts it on par with property tax, and o
almost all special assessments are that way. Now, one thing that was not mentioned in that b
letter and I’m not sure that it’s well understood is that it’s not the entire lien that has ;
precedence; it’s only essentially one year’s payment of the lien that has precedence. So the
way that this works is let’s say a house goes into foreclosure and the price that it sells for is
less than what is owed on all the liens and mortgages. So this is the way that the priority
would go: The property tax and any special assessments, including PACE program special £l
assessments would be, first arrears would be paid and then they would pay the amount that '
was owed up to the date of sale. Then, any remaining money would be doled out to the ¥
mortgages that were outstanding on the property. And I think that this is really an important
point to understand because the amount is not that great. e

But Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac expressed concerns about this. So FHFA made
some recommendations. One recommendation is that we put a hold on any more PACE
programs, any more loans for PACE programs until there are uniform underwriting rules that
are drafted. And so I imagine that this would be done on the federal level but we would be
bringing in the financial community to make sure that everybody is on the same page. Also,

FHFA made recommendations to Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. One was that for any area
where there is a PACE program, that they adjust the loan-to-value ratios to reflect the
maximum permissible PACE loan, not just the amount that is the priority. So this is a big
deal.

Secondly, that Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac should ensure that any loan covenants
require approval for PACE loans if they are in a district where there is a PACE program.
Thirdly, that they tighten the borrower debt-to-income ratios, again, to account for any PACE
loans that might occur in a district. So they would be adjusting these loan-to-value ratios and
the borrow income-to-debt ratios for everybody in a district where this was a PACE program,
whether they had one of those loans or not, or whether they were ever going to have one of
those loans or not. So this has really giant implications for mortgage lending in this country. 1
think it’s important to note that.

Now, we had realized when we were setting up our Renew Santa Fe program that
these were the concerns of the financial community. So we actually tried to address these
concerns in our program. We determined that we were not going to make PACE, renewable
energy loans, to anybody who was a bad credit risk. We would not make loans to anyone who
had an underwater mortgage, that is they owed more on the mortgage than the assessed value
of the house. We would not make loans to people who were bad credit risks. But now what
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the community is looking for is uniform underwriting requirements.

So now, the question is what are we doing about our own personal program and what
are we doing to move forward? So the real question is what is Duncan doing? Duncan is
communicating with our congressional staff, particularly Senator Bingaman’s office. He is
the head of the Energy Committee, so he’s going to play a really important role in
straightening out this issue. Duncan is also in contact with state officials from the Energy,
Minerals and Natural Resources Division, from the Governor’s Office. Also from our state
legislators. Also, he’s talking with Renewable Funding. This is the private entity that is
actually funding our program but we have to be very careful in our conversations with them
since they are a private entity and we have entered into an agreement with them.

But the idea is to collaborate to resolve the situation. Now, the very first thing we
have to do is make sure that everybody, everybody has accurate information, especially this
whole complex thing about the liens. Now a couple of things that might be done to resolve
the situation are legislation. One is legislation at the federal level. There are a lot of senators
out there across the county who have PACE programs coming up in their states and they’re
very concerned about straightening this out. Secondly, there may be — and I think there
almost certainly will be an effort to create loan guidelines, so everybody knows where they
stand. Actually, I think that this will be a good thing, because if we have uniform loan
guidelines then the private credit markets are going to be a lot more comfortable with these
kinds of loans and ultimately it will mean lower interest rates for us.

One final thing is that Duncan has been talking with Senator Wirth and he has
directed state legislative staff to look into whether we can actually implement our programs
so that the PACE loan, that is the Renew Santa Fe loan, is subordinate to any mortgages. The
legislation that was passed, Peter Wirth’s bill, SB-647, actually does address the whole issue

of priorities. So they are actually investigating whether we could make it a subsidiary priority.

One final thing that I think is really important is this is a Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac
problem; commercial properties are not affected. We can move forward with the program for
commercial properties. Any questions about that?

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Any questions for Commissioner Holian about
this? Commissioner Stefanics. ,

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Commissioner
Holian, from what I understand then, commercial projects and loans could move ahead. Is
there a possibility that commercial development would deplete the fund so that we could not
accommodate very many homeowners?

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Actually, it’s more of a problem as to whether
we would have enough. I think we will, but from Renewable Funding’s point of view, they
need to have enough activity in these microbonds so that they can package them and sell
them in the secondary market. So we need to have enough activity, actually.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: So, Mr. Chair and Commissioner Holian,
I’m not sure if we already discussed this once, but is there some way that the County could
qualify for this? [ don’t know that we’ve investigated this because we really don’t have a lien
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on anything, but if we wanted to do something ourselves in one of our buildings — are we
considered commercial and do we have a manner to do that?

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Well, we certainly wouldn’t be affected by
Fannie Mae an Freddie Mac. I could look into that. The normal reason that local governments
do not do this themselves is that they cannot take advantage of the tax breaks. So the more
typical process that is used is to contract with a third-party developer to implement the
renewable energy project for local government, then have a contract — this is what you’re
doing with the Buckman Direct Diversion.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: We can sell our tax credits though.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Oh, is the County selling its tax credits?

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: We have the ability to do that, so that’s why
maybe we just need to have — [ don’t know — bond counsel, legal, finance, somebody
investigate this for us. Thank you.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Good suggestion, Commissioner. One final real
quick item. I’'m sure you’re getting sick of hearing me talk but I’m going to make this real
quick. This has to do with the Regional Coalition of LANL communities. The Coalition is
looking at various budget scenarios. Duncan will document this and he will bring forward a
report at the next meeting about various scenarios and he will ask for direction from the
Commissioners.

Also, Santa Fe County is hosting the next meeting. It’s going to be on August oM
from 9:00 to 11:30 right here in the Chambers so I invite anybody to come who’s interested
in this. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Thank you, Commissioner Holian.
Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Commissioner Holian, will we get an invitation or
an update on that invitation?

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: For the Regional Coalition?

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Yes.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Duncan, I would like to direct you to send out
an invitation.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Just on that point, we will discuss this at the
Intergovernmental Summit on July 28" It is an issue for discussion. Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Okay. I just wanted to announce that the Agua Fria
Village Association is having their annual picnic. For those residents in the village who
haven’t heard about it, it’s June 18" It will be at the Nancy Rodriguez Community Center
from 1:00 to 4:00.

And the other announcement [ wanted to make is the recycling and e-waste drop off
day, which will be August 21" from 9:00 to 1:00 pm. Recycling and drop-off material can be
taken to Siler Road, at 1142 Siler Road. This does include televisions, computers, servers and
laptops, flat screen monitors. [t includes coffee makers, microwaves, alkaline batteries, all
kinds of recyclable material that is considered e-waste. And there is a listing of all those
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items that are e-waste. I’m not too sure if it’s in the Solid Waste Management Authority
website. It definitely is in the Keep Santa Fe Beautiful website under the City of Santa Fe.
This is one of those few opportunities that we have to collect e-waste an have it appropriately
disposed. So again, the date of that is August 21%, and I will be announcing that on a regular
basis, Mr. Chair. And that’s it. Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I want to thank the Road
Department for working late hours when the floodings were in progress, and I also have a
question about Martin Road, Penny. I believe that the ordinance that we passed last month or
the last two weeks, might have an effect on Martin Road, and materials being purchased.

MS. ELLIS-GREEN: Commissioner Anaya, Commissioners, the BCC has
already heard the allocation of grant funding and accepted the grant for Martin Road. So |
have spoken to the Legal Department about this and we don’t believe it will. The
procurement needs to go through the proper processes and we’re in the process of doing that
right now in order to be able to start that project.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So it’s not going to affect Martin Road.

MS. ELLIS-GREEN: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Anaya, no, I don’t believe it
will do. We’re going through the process right now with doing a purchase request to purchase
the materials. But this Board, this Commission has already approved — had Martin Road
grants on their agenda several times and have approved them.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Okay. Robert, was there any other issue on that
Martin Road?

ROBERT MARTINEZ (Public Works Department): Mr. Chair, the only other
issue was in the ordinance. It has language about piggy-backing off of other contracts and as
the acting manager said, we’re going through the procurement process, but in order to make
this project viable we need to be able to piggy-back off of the state price agreement for the
materials, such as basecourse. And I’ll give you an example. To purchase the materials off of
state contracts from a vendor that’s close to the project site is $108,000. To purchase the
basecourse from a County contract from a vendor here in Santa Fe would cost us $190,000.
So there’s a savings of approximately $80,000. If we’re required to use the County contract
we will not be able to build the full length of this project.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Okay, so are we aware of that, Penny?

MS. ELLIS-GREEN: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Anaya, I was not aware of
that.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So I guess what I want to do and for the
Commission to know is how — to me it makes sense to purchase material in the southern part
of Santa Fe County and save $90,000. So does the ordinance conflict with saving money?
Did we pass an ordinance that is going to spend more money from the County?

RACHEL BROWN (Deputy County Attorney): Mr. Chair, Commissioner
Anaya, if I might respond. The ordinance is not the issue. The issue is that we have gone out
to bid to obtain vendors who will sell us a particular type of product, and once you have gone
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out to bid there is an expectation that those vendors would then be utilized for that project,
but I will work with Robert to discuss alternatives.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So, Robert, are we going to be able to continue
on with Martin Road, if we stick to the ordinance?

MR. MARTINEZ: Mr. Chair, if we’re allowed to piggy-back off of the state
price agreement we will be able to build the project as planned. If we’re not allowed to piggy-
back off of the state contract and utilize the County price agreement for basecourse and the
chips, we will only probably be able to build two miles, as opposed to three.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Okay, so the ordinance — you’re saying it’s not
pertaining to the ordinance? But he’s saying that we can’t piggy-back anymore. Correct?

MS. BROWN: The ordinance doesn’t require that we stop piggy-backing
entirely. There are certain situations in which you can’t piggy-back and I’d be happy to work
with Robert.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Okay. I just want to make sure that we didn’t
pass an ordinance that’s going to affect the County and affect our work. Thank you, Rachel.
Thank you, Robert.

MR. MARTINEZ: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOY A: Okay. I just wanted to remind the Commissioners
that on July 28" we have the Intergovernmental Summit. If you don’t have it on your
calendar please put it on there. That again is going to be an all-day event from nine to about
three. Also, it was mentioned to invite people, Cochiti Pueblo is having their feast day, so
people can attend that day of worship for them. And then on Friday I will be giving the
presentation to the Western Interstate Region Board of Directors, pitching Santa Fe County
for the 2012 Western Interstate Region Conference. So if there’s anything that people have
regarding what I should say, let me know. I’d be glad to incorporate it into my short remarks.
And then as a result of that, the grand opening that was scheduled for Cundiyo this Friday
will be moved. We will reschedule that. We had originally planned to have it this Friday so
we will reschedule that. And lastly, [ just want to wish my son a happy birthday. He’s a
quarter century old today and I’'m twice as old as he is.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Stefanics.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Thank you. On the Intergovernmental
meeting, will we be receiving an advance agenda so that we can make sure that we’re there
for the parts that really pertain to us?

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Yes. I’ll make sure that Hutch gets you a copy of
that.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Thank you so much.

CHAIRMAN MONTOY A: Sure.
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XIV. STAFF AND ELECTED OFFICIALS’ ITEMS
A. Growth Management Department

1. Ordinance No. 2010- 9, to Amend the Paragraph C of Section 18 of
the County’s Affordable Housing Ordinance, Ordinance No. 2006-
02, to Provide That, When the Unit is Sold, Refinanced or Subject
to Filing a New Ownership with the Santa Fe County Assessor’s
Office, within Ten Years of Entry into the Affordable Housing
Program, the County Shall Share in the Appreciation in the Same
Percentage as the Proportion of the County’s Initial Lien to the
Initial Market Value of the Home. After the Ten-Year Period, the
County Would Only Recoup its Principal Amount and Interest
Thereon

DARLENE VIGIL (Affordable Housing Administrator): Mr. Chair, this
particular ordinance has gone through work study. We’ve done publication of title and
general summary, so we are requesting the final approval of the ordinance.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Any questions for staff?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So moved.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Second.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Mr. Chair, [ believe we need a public
hearing and then a roll call. It’s an ordinance.

MS. BROWN: That’s correct.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. So —

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Withdraw.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: We’ll hold. We’ll open it up to public hearing
now. If anyone would like to speak on this ordinance please come forward. Seeing none, this
public hearing is closed. Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So moved.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Second.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: I have a motion by Commissioner Anaya, second
by Commissioner Holian. Any further discussion?

The motion passed by unanimous [S-0] roll call vote with Commissioners Anaya,
Holian, Stefanics Vigil and Montoya all voting in the affirmative.
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XIV. A. 2. Resolution No. 2010-115. A Resolution to Amend Housing
Assistance Regulations to Increase the Amount of the Grant of All
Or a Portion of the Costs of Acquisition, Development,

Construction, Financing Operating Or Owning Affordable
Housing From $10,000.00 to $20,000.00

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So moved.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Second.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Motion by Commissioner Anaya, second by
Commissioner Stefanics. Any discussion?

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

XIV. A. 3. Affordable Housing Report: Summary of Previous Needs
Assessments, Mortgage Tax Credit Extension, Down Payment
Assistance Update. Discuss Extension of Program and / Or
Services to Be Provided to Current Homebuyers

XII. E. Provide Direction to Staff to Develop Program Structure and Activities
Related to Home Improvement and Energy Efficiency as Part of Santa Fe
County Affordable Housing Program (Commissioners Holian and Vigil)

MS. VIGIL: Mr. Chair, Commissioners, | have provided in your packets a
timeline of events covering the past 20 years. Incorporated in that time line is a list of studies
that were provided to the local governments and I’ve highlighted several of those studies and
the year that they were drawn out. There is also a matrix of key issues pertaining to affordable
housing that pertain to housing trends, housing gaps, programs, the percentage of cost-burden
homes, for owners as well as renters, etc. Please keep in mind that these particular studies
were prepared with data that was gathered between the years 2006 through 2008, and the
market conditions were vastly different from today’s market.

Once we reviewed as staff all of the studies and the data, obviously they’re here for
your information, but my memo, actually, to the BCC does recap the data for workforce
housing in the county and what this demonstrates is that once the County passed the Santa Fe
Community College District Ordinance requiring 15 percent be affordable we closed on 177
homes and in 2006 the ordinance was improved to require 30 percent affordable. We’ve
closed 15 homes under that particular ordinance. So since 2002 to date we have a total of 192
homes in Santa Fe County. At present, so you are well aware of the inventory that we look
forward to in the future, Santa Fe County has 202 lots that are approved and ready for vertical
construction.



Santa Fe County

Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of July 13,2010
Page 23

In addition to that we have 374 lots in projects that are approved and either master
plan, preliminary or final approval stages. So the total inventory of affordable lots that we
have at hand right now are 576 that again are targeted for affordable homes. In addition to
that we also received a report from the Santa Fe Association of Realtors of existing homes
and what we’re showing are homes that are less than $250,000. In today’s market we have 43
homes that are located in Santa Fe County. In addition to that we had a separate report. We
wanted to know single-family residences in the city of Santa Fe, we have a total of 200. So
obviously, we can see that the data supports and wants direction from the Board of County
Commissioners on how to extend the program and consider other services for homebuyers at
this time.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Questions? Darlene, I had requested that we look
at that percentage of that 30 percent. It’s a pretty significant decrease and again, I’'m just
going to say I don’t think that number works, and we need to revisit it and we need to go to a
percentage. I think the Santa Fe Community College District has proven to be a kind of an
acceptable guideline in terms of 15 percent, so [ really would like to see something come
back to the Commission in the near future amending what we currently have, at least to bring
it up for discussion.

MS. VIGIL: Mr. Chair, absolutely. We are working on that with the Growth
Management team and Legal.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. So when could we see something?

MS. VIGIL: I would defer that to Legal. I know that we’re doing some studies
and we may be also taking a look at the Growth Management Plan, the Sustainable Land
Development Plan. I would hope that that would happen within the next three to six months
if possible.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Is there any reason it needs to be tied to those
other issues?

MS. VIGIL: I believe that the supporting data that we need to look at, because
the Growth Management Plan is taking a look at the SDAs, the sustainable development
areas, and they’ve identified four. That comes into play also with the support of the
demographics that we’ve experienced with the economic downturn. So I believe that they are
tied together, Commissioner.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: I guess I don’t see it that way. Commissioner
Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: I don’t either. I’d like to see it come forward. If
we’re going to wait for the Growth Management and that to come forward then we’ll never
hear it. So I’d like to hear it come forward sooner than that. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Any other? Commissioner Stefanics.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Mr. Chair, I think that if you’re going to
bring some different ideas forward regarding that you might want to look at something like a
higher percentage with subsidies, and a lower percentage without subsidies, so that there
would be some attraction to do one over the other. Thank you.
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COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOY A: Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you. Thank you, Darlene for the report. 1
really appreciate the accuracy and the matrix and all. It helps create a really good focus for us.
I think we will have some more immediate information on a lot of the questions that are
posed today once we get back what you referenced and some studies and some condensation
of information that’s actually out there now. What ’'m going to suggest is we as a
Commission have tried to create an impetus, a stimulus for affordable housing in many ways.
And that hasn’t happened. We tried to do a public-private partnership at one point in time and
got some proposals with regard to that, and actually, if there’s anything that I realize through
that process was the fact that a public-private partnership is necessary. However, there needs
to be more public and more private partnerships involved in an affordable housing project.

I think not having that model in place one of the things that we can move forward
with is the actual what can we do right now response to the question that we constantly have
on this. And that for me would be to look — and I would ask staff — to look into the possibility
of renovating, renewable energy, talking to folks like Los Amigos. We still have some
additional dollars. We’ve approved the stimulus dollars for the down payment assistance.
We’ve approved dollars for developer assistance. None of that is moving. So we’re really
looking at it from a perspective of how do we create new housing when the whole issue of
existing housing needs to be addressed.

So I would like from Housing’s perspective for you to come forward with some ideas
and proposals financially with what we can do to assist in renovating, renewing, upgrading,
improving, incorporating energy efficiency in existing houses, and how we could leverage
dollars perhaps with such programs as Los Amigos. And we’ve done that; it’s been proposed
in many ways. But I actually think right now, if we’re to create any kind of a stimulus this is
probably the most foreseeable one. Thank you, Mr. Chair, and I’m open to any suggestions or
responses on that.

CHAIRMAN MONTOY A: Okay. Commissioner Holian, then Commissioner
Stefanics.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I totally agree with
Commissioner Vigil. I feel that out in the rural areas there’s a real need for home upgrades.
There’s a lot of homes out there that are old and need help and the people who live out there
often just don’t have that huge sum of money to put on a new roof. So I think that we really
have an opportunity now to not only create a loan program but possibly we could create kind
of a tiered loan program for income-qualified individuals so that we look at what tier they’re
in, and the interest rate could be adjusted accordingly to the tier. So that people that need
more help will get more help and so on.

And I think it’s also a golden opportunity to — let’s say somebody’s putting on a new
roof — to create some information, guidance, education for people, because they might as well
put on a lot of insulation if they’re putting on a new roof too. People out in the county are
using propane, and I know from personal experience that propane went up in price back in
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2001, 2002 and it’s never gone down. So energy efficiency will make sense everywhere; it
really makes sense in the rural areas where people are on propane. So [ would like to give that
direction as well. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Stefanics.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Since we’re looking
at a variety of things, I think we should probably also revisit the subsidies for incorporated
versus unincorporated. And looking at perhaps the number of existing homes that are
available in both, and maybe looking at some formulaic — because I think right now we have
100 percent has to be subsidized in the unincorporated area. Is that correct?

MS. VIGIL: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Stefanics, yes it is.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Okay. So I’m not saying that that’s
necessarily the avenue [ want to go but I’d like to have it included as discussion in terms of
ratios of houses that are available. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: On that subject, actually, Darlene, you and I had a
conversation with regard to that because the tax cut, it was extended through September 30"
but only for those folks who entered into an agreement by April 30", Are those dates correct?

MS. VIGIL: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Vigil, absolutely.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Okay. So we actually — I had actually looked at the
possibility of assisting those in the unincorporated and the incorporated area to find out how
many of those qualify, particularly for this window of opportunity. I think Commissioner
Stefanics is looking at it as a whole, but with regard to the tax credit availability, did you get
some figures back on that?

MS. VIGIL: Yes, Mr. Chair, Commissioner Vigil, absolutely. We contacted
the three local housing organizations, not-for-profit organizations, which are Santa Fe
Community Housing Trust, Habitat for Humanity, and Homewise, and they did not have any
folks that were closing by September 30" even with the mortgage tax credit, and [ asked for
outside of the mortgage tax credit, whether it was in the city or in the county and we came
back with zero from all three entities.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Really, there is sort of a — my observation would
be a real flat market right there. For me, that lends itself more towards the argument of
creating a benefit for homeownership renovation and improvement at this point in time.
Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Thank you, Commissioner Vigil. Any other
questions? Commissioner Holian.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Mr. Chair, actually, I’d like to make one other
request. I think that it might be very interesting if at the same time you put together the
suggested programs to look at the economic impact analysis.

MS. VIGIL: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Holian, absolutely.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Anything else, Darlene?

MS. VIGIL: Mr. Chair, I’'m done.
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CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Great. Thank you.

XIV. A. 4. Update on the Sustainable Land Use Development Plan. Jack
Kolkmeyer, Director/Growth Management Department
[Exhibit 3: Presentation Synopsis]

JACK KOLKMEYER (Growth Management Director): Good afternoon, Mr.
Chair, Commissioners. We were asked towards the end of last week if we would make a brief
presentation to you on the status of the Sustainable Land Development Plan and Robert
Griego, vour Planning Manager for the Planning Division and I have put together some notes
here to go over with you on basically four different issues and stages where we’re at with the
Sustainable Land Development Plan. I’d like to go through those and then answer any
questions that you might have, and also have a discussion about the direction that we need
from you right now. We really want to move this plan along and as I’ll lay out in a minute or
two, there are some obstacles and some challenges but we think we can get through all of
them, and give a number of the discussions that you just had this morning, we think that
there’s a really important reason why we need to move the plan forward.

So I’'m going to briefly talk just for a moment about again, reiterating the purposes of
the Sustainable Land Development Plan, the current process that we’ve gone through, what
we’ve done, current problems and challenges that we’re dealing with right now and the next
steps that we plan to take over the next couple of months.

This has been really an exciting and interesting project. I’ve done about ten general
plans in my 35-year career as a planner and it never ceases to amaze me that even though I
had many years of experience in this the most challenging projects always come in Santa Fe
or Santa Fe County. I think there’s a lot of reasons for that. As we’ve gone through the
County and had dozens and dozens of meetings your constituents and our residents
continuously tell us that they’re different than everybody else. We go to Nambe, they’re
different than Arroyo Seco. Arroyo Seco is different than La Cienega, is different than
Galisteo is different than Stanley.

So we have an enormous challenge in trying to find consensus for ideas and concepts,
first of all, and then to put them into some kind of a plan and construct and ultimately a code
that comes back to work for everybody. While some people might find that really frustrating,
as planners, that’s what we like. That’s how we like to approach things, because it’s really
about problem solving. So problem solving becomes not only a challenge but when you can
actually solve some of the problems then it becomes a very gratifying experience over time.

I want to just reiterate — we’ll start real quickly with reminding you that the 2010
Sustainable Land Development Plan is an update of this plan, the 1999 Growth Management
Plan, and this preceded most of you, or I guess all of you on the Commission. But the 1999
Growth Management Plan was very significant. It created programs and policies that worked.
So for us to not lose track of some of the programs that you’ve created already and then to
build on them, we think it’s really important that we keep that in front of us.
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For example, the 1999 Growth Management Plan designated a specific growth area
for the county. That was the Community College District. The affordable housing, just related
to what you were just talking about worked because it was part of the Growth Management
Plan. Not that it was separate from it; it was part of it. And it worked because we were able to
create an area where we could have density. Affordable housing works when you have
density, because then the developers can afford to build there, they can afford to provide
housing that’s affordable. The 15 percent designation that we had, that was a piece of cake.
Everybody agreed to that because the developers could get what they wanted and we could
get what we wanted. In addition, we got open space and trails as well — 50 percent.

So it’s very significant that we designated specific growth areas. We want to do that
again in the 2010 Sustainable Land Development Plan. So we think the affordable housing
program is one of many programs that actually are yours as you move forward, whether it’s
economic development or affordable housing that should be a part of the Sustainable Land
Development Plan. It doesn’t mean we can’t look at them and separately talk about them, but
these become your programs as Commissioners that you want to go forward with in 14
different categories.

We also defined service areas for a water utility, and that led us to the Community
College District again at that time. We created the community planning program, enormously
successful — traditional community plans, contemporary community plans, district plans,
corridor plans — they all came out of the 1999 Growth Management Plan again, and now
we’ve stopped them for a moment so we can reconsider whether they work, how we go
forward. But we need again to consider that that was a very successful program.

The open space program was created as part of the 1999 Growth Management Plan.
The very first purchase was the Rail Trail. When you look back at that, we purchased the Rail
Trail for $40,000. Dale Ball gave us $10,000, and it really became the backbone of an
enormously popular program that we started back at that time.

The water conservation program was created then. We defined the economic
development target industries and preferred locations, which led us into the creation of the
media district and to that whole effort, whether people like that or not it goes back almost ten
years now to at least formulating the ideas then and taking them forward. To provide fiscal
integration and responsibility. We recommended a CIP in 1999, don’t forget, and did not
adopt one. So this becomes another important challenge for us right now, looking back, we
should have had a fiscal strategy then and we didn’t. So now that’s an important step this
time.

The same with the Land Use Code. We created the 1999 Growth Management Plan
but we did not create a code to implement it. So here we are again, a perfect time again to
redo the plan and then go forward with the code that matches the plan. So again, just
reminding us that those are some of the reasons that we did that. Also, redefining this idea of
systems and settings that we talked about. This is the idea that for this 2010 plan it really goes
back to 1999 again — what are the settings of the county? What is the geography, the
landscape? That’s why we originally divided the county up into growth management areas,
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North, El Centro, Galisteo and Estancia, so we can look at what were the different settings
and what systems needed to be applied — whether they were road, water, wastewater, open
space, whatever, to the distinct geographic areas.

Again, as I’ve already said, this SLDP now really becomes your document to guide
you for whatever program development you want to pursue, whether it’s economic
development or affordable housing or land use for the future.

On the current process that we’ve been going through, we’ve now had, since the first
of the year, approximately — well, actually, towards the end of last year as well, ten CDRC
public hearings on this SLDP. Ten of them. And we’re still not finished with the CDRC and
"1l explain that in a second. We’ve had probably 20 to 25 workshops that we’ve conducted to
go over specific concepts and ideas with the various members of the community. We’ve done
significant revisions and made significant county recommendations from the document that
we started. This is like the third iteration now that we have. We’re going to keep this
document all the way through the process now until we get back up to you, but you may
recall, the other one was 1200 pages and was just completely not acceptable to the
community. We’ve gotten it down now to a really good document, although we still have
some issues that we need to deal with.

The CDRC meeting held on May 13" recommended that staff hold additional
meetings to address concerns from residents of the southern part of the county. We’ve gone
down to Stanley and had one public meeting. We actually had a public CDRC meeting July
1** down there as well. So we’ve taken to heart the directives from those meeting to go and
get — to continue to work with residents of the county. We had community meetings held in
Stanley, as I said, June 3" and June 21" and we held a public CDRC public hearing on July
1*. So the process continues to go forward.

We think, while it seems cumbersome to a lot, we think it’s solving a lot of the
problems and issues that have come up. What are some of the problems and challenges that
we face right now? I’m going to start with some of the things that came up in the southern
part of the county and then I’ll talk about a few overall things, because it’s very interesting,
again, in terms of how I started when | said that residents of different parts of the county view
themselves differently from others, and that’s in part, part of the challenge that we face right
now.

When we first went down to Stanley, after our first meeting, we got back 98 specific
recommendations from the landowners association in southern Santa Fe County. 98
differences of opinion with our plan at that point. We made — we looked at those plans and lo
and behold, one of the significant things that they brought up is that they said that your plan
doesn’t really address the southern part of the county. And as we looked back on some of the
chapters, especially ones on water, for example, economic development, they were right.
They were absolutely correct. And in part some of that dropped out for us when we left
behind the growth management areas in favor of just the sustainable development areas, and
we dropped out a lot of the specific geography from other parts of the county. And one of the
things we’d like to do, not only is to continue to look at their list of 98 specific
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recommendations and continue to revise the plan, but also put back into the plan some
specific recommendations and comments for each of the geographic areas of the county. So
we can say, El Norte, for example, here’s some specific directives and things you should look
at for the northern part of the county. Here’s some specific things that you should look at for
the Galisteo Basin. Put it back into the plan. And that alleviates a number of the problems
that residents of the southern part of the county had when we started our discussions with
them.

But I’ve made a list for you of some of the specific things that they were concerned
about: Exempt Santa Fe County from the whole plan. That was one recommendation. In fact
there were even comments that maybe the southern part of the county should secede from the
county. That’s how determined some of the residents of the southern portion of the county
were to make sure that we understood what they were saying. They want to be part of this
plan and their concerns need to be recognized or they want to drop out. I don’t think we can
do that and we believe that our challenge is to get them to work with us so that we can have a
plan that encompasses their ideas as well.

Here’s some of the issues: Compact development, clustering requirements are not
favored. And that’s because some of the nature of how we started things off, using terms like
smart growth and new urbanism. They don’t fit in that context. But for any of us who were
raised in rural areas in our lifetimes we know that for example a crossroads is a very good
example of how development gets clustered in a rural area. You have the farm implement
place that you sell, the gas station. That’s a form of clustering and compact development that
we’ve just simply not had enough time to be able to discuss with the southern residents. And
one of the reasons this is a problem for not recognizing things like crossroads right away is
the road connections aren’t right in the southern portion of the county. The east-west
connections are very good. Dinkle Road, 347, Simmons Road — all the east-west ones are
really good, but if you look at the map or if you live there you know that the north-south
connections don’t work. Sometimes they don’t go all the way through. So we need to look at
the road connections and then we can say, okay, you see the road connections and the patterns
that are there right now, now where might you put mixed-use development? Or where might
you cluster residential and commercial developments. And then the conversation starts to
shift, for example.

Groundwater. Our Chapter 11 said do away with reliance on groundwater and rely on
surface water. And that was in part due to BDD, some of the use of the County water utility.
We did not focus enough on portions of the southern part of the county where they can only
rely on groundwater. They can’t rely on surface water. So we need to have a whole new
attitude about what that means. And what it means in part is that in some portions of the
county we can have centralized systems; other parts of the county we can’t. They’re going to
have to be more localized. And we need to make sure that we’ve figured that out and
articulated that clearly enough 1in this plan.

They brought up concerns about regulations for fire protection. What we take as a
matter of course when we talk about fire protection and development projects, the residents
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of the southern part of the county say that it’s too expensive. We don’t want to do those
things. We don’t want to do sprinkler systems as you’re demanding in other parts of the
county. That’s an issue we have to go through with Fire and still continue to work on that.
They made the same comments about water conservation, for example. You’re adding costs
to us to be able to develop affordable housing and to develop the kind of lifestyle that we’re
used to. We need to look at that again.

They want to create their own community plan. We asked them to do this in 1999 and
they did not. It’s not entirely their fault; it was also we took off and did the Community
College District. But they had, as part of the 1999 Growth Management Plan, they showed it
to us when Commissioner Anava was down there last time. They said that was onc of the best
parts of the 1999 Growth Management Plan. But we didn’t do it. We need to go back and we
need to do a community plan with the southern portion of the county.

The same things were discussed about economic development. We don’t focus on
economic development in the southern part of the county, especially related to mining. We
went through, created an oil and gas ordinance that’s very restrictive, and lo and behold the
comments we got back from the southern portion of the county is we want to drill for oil and
gas if we can. We want to mine sand and gravel. So we can’t just take an attitude that says
this is wrong, although it may be for one portion of the county, and it’s not right for another.
So we need to make sure that we have now looked at mining properly. And one of the things
that came out of meetings with United Communities group is they wanted the existing mining
ordinance, as it exists right now — not oil and gas, but the mining ordinance, especially for
sand and gravel, to be put back into the plan. And we’ve agreed to do that. And if we need to
have further discussions about how that relates then to the code then we’ll have to have those
discussions at that point.

It was also suggested that we have a regional plan that includes Edgewood, Moriarty,
Torrance County and Bernalillo, where we can start discussing issues of importance together
with them. We have not done a very good job over the last ten years. They’re right. And we
need to turn the corner on that one as well.

So now we have a revised letter from the Southern Santa Fe County Landowners and
they’ve gone from 98 on the list down to 23, so we think that’s pretty remarkable that we’ve
gotten that far as well. Some of those 23 are maybe the tougher ones and I’m not sure, for
example, that we want to support them from dropping out of the Sustainable Land
Development Plan. What we would like to see with the southern portion of the county is for
them to be able to do a community plan, in fact for us to recommence the community
planning process, once you all, the BCC, have adopted the SLDP. So that’s one reason that
we feel we need to move this along now a little bit faster because San Marcos wants to finish
their plan, Galisteo wants to finish their plan, the southern portion of the county wants to
come along and do a plan. And remember when we started this process with our consultants
they took the community plans out of the SLDP.

And there was a lot of clamor from the communities, then they were put back as
summarized versions. The communities did not want that. The communities want their plans
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to be recognized and to be brought forward as they have written them. And we are honoring
that now with the communities. If there’s a problem of consistency or coordination with the
plan for the future code to be written we want to address that with you the Board as we move
this forward. We may have to make some hard calls on that, but it doesn’t behoove us to
continue to have discussions about community planning with the CDRC or the communities
that are already waiting for us to do something. We need to move that up to the BCC so that
we can have those conversations with you and move forward, because as you know, those of
you that have community plans in your district, how effective they’ve been and how
important they are to your constituents and to our residents.

So overall, those are the comments from the southern portion of the county. Overall,
the whole notion of sustainable — we had five workshops on sustainability. That goes back
and forth and we need to recognize what that means for us at this point so that the rest of our
programs can comply with that. And for us it’s simply becoming more efficient as County
government and more self-reliant. Creating jobs, for example. We can wait for the economy
to change. We can wait for stimulus monies to trickle down to us, or we can go out and create
our own jobs. And as you’ve noticed, looking at the Folk Art Festival, for example,
Commissioner Holian as you mentioned before, that started with a very small idea years ago
and now has worked up to something that’s creating jobs not only for people here but people
from Sudan and Somalia and Kenya and elsewhere.

Now you look at what we’re doing at the Downs, which is an economic generator that
we’ve just let sit for a long time. We’ve got the flea market started. [ was there over the
weekend and literally a dozen people came up to me and said, you know what? [ have a job
now. Not one that [ expected, but I have a job and I’m making money and I love it here. And
we’re going to now — the next step is going to be a farmers market so that we can take things
from the Food Policy Council, we can take ideas that we’ve heard from our farmers and
people who want value-added products to grow out of agriculture and start to move
something forward so that we can create jobs that we have control over and that really come
from our community. It’s happening already just because we took the initiative to move
forward with that. You could make the same argument for the film industry, although there’s
a lot of controversy about whether we’re right or whether we’re wrong or whether we did the
right thing. The fact of the matter is we looked at target industries going back to 1999 and
decided that the media industry was one of them and we moved forward. We’ll find out what
happens but when you talk to people in the construction industry who are now building sets
for movies, makeup artists, actors, writers, we’re looking at a target industry that in fact has a
tremendous opportunity for us in the county if we can bring it to fruition.

Part of that comes from again, providing the right kind of infrastructure — where we’re
going to put water, sewer, roads, broadband, that also help us to focus on jobs as well, and to
organize for success, it comes back to this issue of private and public sector partnerships
again. A number of you have mentioned already during the course of the afternoon. The film
studios, Santa Fe Studios, the media district, was a private-public partnership, and yet we’re
getting some negative feedback on did we do it the right way. Is that the right way to do it?
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We need to kind of clarify and focus on certain aspects of our programming, what we mean
by these partnerships, how we do them, and how they help us again to go forward.

We need to acknowledge that there are cultural, geographic differences throughout the
county through our community members. I’ve already covered that through the growth
management area concept again. And we need to get community planning rolling once again.
We have communities that are waiting to go forward. If we’re really going to be effective in
the southern part of the county we need to be engaged with them, and the only way we’re
going to be engaged with them is to do community planning with them. My planners and I €3]
have been down there now a number of times and it’s actually very exciting to think about; 4]
what are we doing — we did the film industry here, we’re working on renovation of the
Downs, what are we doing in the southern portion of the county? Do we know? Is
warehousing important? Transportation related things? Renewable energy projects? We
won’t know until we work that out with them. So we’re anxious to begin to move on with
that.

Mining issues. The locations of mining, where they should be — that’s outlined in this
plan. The development of countywide impacts, DCls, for example. We may come to some
agreement with the communities about putting existing ordinances back, but we need to
really start to make sure that our attitudes towards mining and the location of that are clear
and understandable.

And then finally, the other thing that’s really challenging for us right now, again, in
these economic times, is how do we pay for all this? How will development pay for itself?
How will we pay for the direction of infrastructure, especially water, sewer and roads, and
also police and fire and our services? So we have to make sure that we understand the use of
impact fees, public improvement districts, the transfer of development rights programs and
especially making sure that we now stay on track with the capital improvements program, a
CIP, and get that moving forward, because we’re really not going to be able to prioritize and
direct the infrastructure and the payment for them unless we really do that.

And then finally of course, this is all dependent upon having a code that implements
everything. And it’s very important — I’m sure you’re getting some feedback on this as we
are, is that we can’t do a code until we have a plan that directs the code. And that’s our take
on it as your planners and we now, since we’ve taken this plan on by ourselves without the
consultants we used before we are committed to doing a plan that is reflective of our needs,
our obstacles and the desires of your constituents and your residents.

So now in closing, here’s our next steps. We are gong to work on establishing a
committee of residents and stakeholders in southern Santa Fe County. We’re meeting
Thursday with Representative Rhonda King who has graciously offered her time and services
to help us pull this committee together, finally, a group of people that we can sit down and
figure out exactly what we want to do with them, what they want to do. We want to work
with this committee through mid-August. They have suggested 30 to 60 days but we think we
can do it in 30 days. If we keep going any further than that, 30, 60, 90 days or whatever we’re
just going to continue to back this whole process up. We would like to start to terminate the
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work with this committee in mid-August and have your support for doing that too, and that
might be especially important for Commissioner Anaya because these are your constituents
down there, but we think we can do it if they are cooperative and are willing to work with us.

Then we want to establish a task force to begin the planning process for southern
Santa Fe County planning district. So that would put them in the same category as San
Marcos and the Community College District and to go forward with a plan for that district.
We would like to hold CDRC public meetings on the plan in August for final
recommendations. So that would be towards the end of August with the CDRC. That gives us
a month and a half. We think that we can make significant progress, even though there will
be the nay-sayers who will continue to say, no, that’s not enough time. We need much longer.
But we need some endgame here, some date that says either we’re going to do this or we’re
not, one of the two. We think we can do that by the end of August with the CDRC.

Then, in early September, what we would like to do with you, the BCC, is to hold a
workshop to sit down and really have you engaged with us for a whole morning or afternoon,
and we may have to do this a couple of times, but we really need to go over the concepts in
detail, so that everybody understands them. What we mean by community planning, what we
mean by impact fees. What a CIP really does and how it operates. Then we think we can
conclude with you then, at least to start to hold a public hearing process, the public hearing
for the Board of County Commissioners in September and October.

So I hope I’ve addressed some of the things that you’ve probably heard from your
constituents on and that’s the program and we’d really love to have your support, especially
in moving the process forward. Thank you, Commissioners.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you, Jack. Questions, comments?
Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Thank you, Madam Chair, Jack, thanks for the
presentation. I’'m glad you touched on some of the issues we’re dealing with in the southern
part of Santa Fe County. I know that you touched on the 1999 Growth Management Plan, and
you talked about the growth areas, the affordable housing, open space, community plans,
water conservation, media district, and all those things that we’ve implemented off that plan.
Why - it just seems to me, why are we going through this next Sustainable Land
Development Plan? I don’t know why. I think that we should continue to work off of this
plan. To me it sounds like it’s a good plan, and why are we changing it? Can you answer
that?

MR. KOLKMEYER: Sure. Thank you, Commissioner, yes. A good question
and we’ve heard that a number of times. Here’s one example. I’ll give you a couple, but one
example back in 1999 was to identify specific growth areas, and that was where the County
could put it’s utility. And that turned out to be the Santa Fe Community College District.
There were four others. Three of them were inside 599 and 1-25, the area where Las Soleras is
right now, Komis — Peter Komis’ project, and then the area to the northwest of Agua Fria. All
three of those have been now annexed. The other one was the area around the Airport
Development District, which we didn’t go in there and do a plan for them.
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So we think one of the important reasons for updating the Sustainable Land
Development Plan now is to go back and say, okay, we were successful in the Community
College District. Where else now do we need to look at a priority growth area so we can get
things like the density for affordable housing. We think that there’s still the Airport
Development District area, but there’s also areas along Route 14 — the National Guard, along
that frontage road there, that whole triangle in there where Bonanza Creek is, and also there
should be a priority growth area somewhere down south. We think that might be on 41, just
north of Moriarty, for example. Those things are not in the 1999 Growth Managenient Plan.
So that’s one is to re-identify those areas, determine what kind of infrastructure could be
made available to those areas, how we would finance them and what the rules and regulations
for things like open space and affordable housing would be.

We also only began a very rudimentary economic development program back in 1999.
We’ve done a lot with that in terms of the target industries, creation of a media district, but it
stops there in 1999. What do we want to do about economic development? So there’s good
reasons to update it, Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Okay. I understand. Another thing that I was
thinking about is the community plans. I know there are some communities that have done a iy
community plan and others that haven’t. The way I look at it is if all the communities did a .
community plan then that’s a Sustainable Land Development Plan right there. So I would
hope that before we adopt a Sustainable Land Development Plan that all communities would
put a plan together. That would help us and make it easier. That’s the way I look at it. Thank
you.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I’ll turn it over to Kathy
Holian and then turn it over to Commissioner Montoya. She wanted to make a comment.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Thank you, Madam Chair. Thank you, Jack for
your presentation and I do see the need for a new Sustainable Land Development Plan. I think
it’s extending what we have already and especially in some new areas such as agriculture, I
would think is one very important area where we’re taking that on head-on as a topic that we
need to plan for in our community. And I think that we need to move forward on this. I would
like to propose direction, and we’ll see how the other Commissioners feel, to go with the
schedule that you have outlined. I think it’s really important that we go — that first of all, you
do meet with the people in the southern part of the county. I think a month is ample time to
get the comments, especially if they’re motivated. 1 think it’s also important that we just have
one more meeting with the CDRC.

Now, they may not feel able to make recommendations on everything, but they can
make recommendations on what they feel that they do have consensus on and then they can
identify the other issues that are outstanding issues that we will ultimately have to decide.
And then 1 think it’s also very important, as you mentioned here, to actually have a workshop,
to not bury this topic in a BCC meeting but to have a separate workshop devoted entirely to
this project. And then | am hopeful that we can have a public hearing and perhaps even by the
end of October be able to vote on this. So that’s my feeling on the issue.
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CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you. Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you. I agree with Commissioner Holian.
The more clarity we can provide in terms of moving forward with this the better off we are. I
think this Commission took action on the Sustainable Land Development Plan and I don’t see
the community plans as mutually exclusive from this. I think they enhance each other’s
possibility. The Sustainable Land Development Plan will also provide the guidelines with
which we will rewrite our code, and I want to thank you very much, Jack, and just comment
that I’ve heard some very good and actually wonderful things about your leadership with
many of the issues that have surfaced throughout the process, and stakeholders engaged in
those. 1 think one of the benefits that you have provided for Santa Fe County through this
process is your experience with community plans and your ability to recognize issues as they
arise and respect and honor communities and community needs in a very diplomatic way
which is a skill which not everybody has. I appreciate that you do and wish you continued
success on this. And I’'m so glad to hear that the southern part of the county is starting to look
at some of the benefits of the Sustainable Land Development Plan and bringing some really
important questions to us. And I look forward to hearing what the outcomes of that’s going to
be. Good luck.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Stefanics.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Mr. Chair, thank you. I would echo all the
kudos to you and all the staff. I know that you’ve been going out and spending a lot of time
with the communities and I really appreciate it. [ would agree with Commissioner Holian that
we should not be postponing this much longer. [ would even go for earlier October than later
October if we can manage this. I believe that we’ve been talking about this for quite a while,
that the public has been apprised of this, and as Commissioner Anaya said, if communities
did have plans, that is great and we should empower them to have their plans, but the one
point I disagree is that it would not cover the entire county.

So we need this plan to cover our county. And we do need to be able to empower the
communities to come together to do their planning. And while I was sitting here today I
actually did receive an email from a couple of individuals from the southern part of the
county who said they were in support, and they hope that things keep moving and not get
stopped. And that’s exactly how I feel about this. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. And I too, Jack, want to thank you for all
the work, your staff. You’re doing a great job. I agree with Commissioner Holian as well. I
think what you’ve outlined here and what she’s suggesting that we do next steps, that we
move forward in that regard. So thank you for bringing it up to speed and where things are at
and where we’re headed.

MR. KOLKMEYER: Mr. Chair, if I could just close with one note, going back
to what Commissioner Anaya said and a few others of you have said. A reminder that again
in 1999 we did not update the code. And that’s a key piece here because if we’re going to
update the code again we really need an update to the plan. So that’s really its important
function. We can’t go to the code without an update to the plan. So it’s really important in



Santa Fe County

Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of July 13, 2010
Page 36

that regard. We need a new code and we all recognize that. We’ve been operating with one
that has so many loopholes and problems in it that it makes problems for you. And so I think
that’s kind of a really kind of good note to end on so that we all are recognizing that we need
to have a new code to direct us in the future as well. Thank you for your comments and your
time. We really appreciate it.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you, Jack.

XIV. B. Matters from the County Manager

MS. ELLIS-GREEN: Mr. Chair, the only thing I have then is the update on the
budget cuts as requested by Commissioner Stefanics. The budget cuts that we discussed and
that the County Manager stated we would be implementing at the June 8" BCC meeting
included a hard freeze on all but public safety. That has been implemented. Travel and
seminars have been taken out of the budget for Fiscal Year 11 and in addition to that it was
recommended by staff, the BCC directed elected officials cut their seminars and travel and
again that has been taken out of the budget.

Cell phones and take-home vehicles, we have identified several more take-home
vehicles that will be eliminated. A number of cell phones are to be eliminated. We are
working on this as some of our field staff will transition to radios instead. There would be a
one-time fee for that but we feel that our field staff do need to be able to have access to us.

The three percent reduction for all staff making over $80,000, the personnel action
forms are being generated this week. It will be effective starting the beginning of July but we
don’t actually process until the following pay period. The uniform vendor, we will be, as we
purchase new uniforms every year, this year we will be using a new vendor and I believe that
was approximately a $37,000 savings for that.

Temporary and casual employees, I believe we have cut those. It did not include
elected officials. Teresa Martinez may be able to address that in a little bit more detail.
Contracts, I believe we have terminated several contracts that have been identified. Satellite
offices, the employees have been notified that they are being terminated. We are using
existing staff. The Edgewood, we did renew the lease but we have a termination clause in that
lease and we will be moving that to the Edgewood Senior Center starting September 1% This
month and next we will be working to make sure we get all of the IT that’s required to be up
at that senior center.

In Pojoaque we have not identified another location for that yet. There have been
discussions about possibly the new Nambe Park area, but the building in question will need
some remodeling before we can do that. So at the moment we are looking for a centralized
location up there, but at the moment we are keeping it at the current location.

Contract work on the SLDP, we’re not using the contractors for the code or the plan.
We do have under contract one or two entities that have a fixed dollar amount that are
finishing off the CIP and impact fee reports, but that money is a fixed amount and they will
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finish off that, hopefully within the next 30 days.
The last one I had is that the departments had recommended cuts that were non-
personnel related, and those cuts have been taken out from the final budget. I would just open
it up to Teresa Martinez if she has anything else to add, or Joseph, if he wants to add anything
else about the satellite centers.
CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Commissioner Stefanics.
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Thank you, Mr. Chair. The reason I asked
the question of where we were with all of this is because if we did not start it we’d have $6 .
million to cut in January versus what we’re doing now. And I just want to make sure we’re £l
on track, because cutting double that amount for six months would really, really hurt our i
employees and our county. So I just want to make sure that we’re on track here, because we £l
are using quite a bit of cash reserves even this way. And I’ve read through the minutes for our |
meeting and I just wanted to make sure. And I know I’m being repetitive but this is a big Eil
deal. If we had to do double this amount in January it would be a shocker. :
The other question I have on this, we asked for a survey to be done to the public to
identify items that are of priority service to them. Could we have a status report on where that
survey is? £
MS. ELLIS-GREEN: Sure. I have just received the top-line results of the £
survey. They’ve come in from research and polling, so I can circulate that around the
Commission. We are expecting within the next 10 days to actually get the report. So it has
been done; the survey’s been conducted. I believe we had 700 people surveyed throughout
the county. We do have top-line reports and we will be getting the report within 10 days.
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Great. And so Mr. Chair, I would ask that
all of us receive that one-page summary today and then the final report when it does come in.
MS. ELLIS-GREEN: I will get it to you. I’ll make sure I get it to you today.
COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: So that takes care of my concerns. Thank
you, Mr. Chair.
CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Vigil.
COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Penny, thanks for the update, and Commissioner
Stefanics, thanks for requesting it. I need further clarification on a couple of items. Well, first
of all, let me make the statement, it was $3 million that these items were going to save? Is
that what the goal was? Teresa, would you like to address that?
TERESA MARTINEZ (Finance Director): Mr. Chair, Commissioner Vigil,
that is correct. It was just over $3 million. $3,034,000.
COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Okay. Are we on target with that pretty much?
MS. MARTINEZ: We are. The satellite offices, if we transition that by
September 1* that will be two additional months, so that would reduce it slightly, but it’s not
a large impact.
COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Now, clarify the satellite office situation for me.
I’m well aware of the Edgewood, but the other offices I didn’t know we were looking for
replacements.
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MS. MARTINEZ: Well, the only two that we really pay a lease, if you will is
Edgewood and Pojoaque. So Edgewood has been an easy fix; Pojoaque has not been such an
easy fix. And I believe that lease agreement in its entirety is $9,000.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Did we have to cut FTEs?

MS. MARTINEZ: We have temporary employees that are currently housing
the Edgewood satellite office and we propose that we would use existing staff to fund those
functions, and we’re also working hard to transition those people that would be using that
temporary status if they could go work with the Assessor or do other things so that they
wouldn’t totally lose employment.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Okay. And could we get —1 think we requested
and I don’t recall receiving the data with regard to how many transactional assistants these
satellite offices actually create for our southern and northern residents. So I'd like that
number also as well. I also wanted to know if on the contracts terminated, did we take action
on terminating all contracts and not entering into new contractual arrangements. Was that the
action we took?

MS. MARTINEZ: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Vigil, on that particular one, four
of them were actually reductions. They weren’t total elimination of contracts. And then two
were just proposals to just not renew those contracts in the new fiscal year. And the two still
had existing contracts for last fiscal year with some money that will carry them through the
initiatives or services that they were producing.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Have we actually discussed and taken action on
whether or not we will enter into any new professional services agreement? We haven’t done
that?

MS. MARTINEZ: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Vigil, no.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chair. Thank you, Teresa.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you for that update on the budget, Penny
and Commissioner Stefanics. Other items?

MS. ELLIS-GREEN: Mr. Chair, I have no other items.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. [ have one and that’s we had talked about
putting out a bid for a public relations firm. Has that been done?

MS. ELLIS-GREEN: Mr. Chair, I understand that Steve Ross while I was out
of town did talk to the two existing firms that we had under contract. Their contracts expired
at the end of last fiscal year, so on June 30" and we are looking at interviewing another firm.
But we do have to have discussions as to the dollar amount for that and whether or not we
actually have to go out and bid that, or whether we can actually go out and select a firm.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Stefanics.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: On this point, were the contracts that we
had — I know we didn’t utilize the contracts during the period of time — at least that’s what we
were told. They were minimal, weren’t they? About $15,000?

MS. ELLIS-GREEN: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Stefanics, that’s correct. They
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were actually I believe $10,000 each.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: So Mr. Chair and Legal, Rachel, for a
contract at that amount we would not need to do a full-blown RFP.

MS. BROWN: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Stefanics, that’s correct.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA': If we were to combine the two to $20,000?

MS. BROWN: We would not need to do an RFP.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Well, I wouldn’t even recommend $20,000.
I would just say let’s start with $10,000 and see what somebody can do for us and if we’re
satisfied with them. We might not be satisfied with a particular firm but we do have some
needs that we are happy to share with the Manager.

MS. ELLIS-GREEN: Mr. Chair, we will move forward with looking at PR
firms.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: I guess I’'m a little confused. We want a public
relations firm to help us with our public relationship, right?

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Yes.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: I know that we have a staff public relations
person. Are we not using her? Why are we going out?

MS. ELLIS-GREEN: Mr. Chair, Commissioner, we do have a media relations
position who also updates our webpage on a daily basis and deals with public records request
and deals with press releases and things like that. I believe that this would be slightly
different as far as putting forward a good face on Santa Fe County.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Okay. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Any other questions or recommendations
for Penny?

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Mr. Chair, I would like to go back to this
PR thing. I know that we had a couple of firms that we had not utilized, but I think that we
have a firm with the Buckman Direct Diversion that has had to handle some controversy, and
they’ve handled it pretty well. You might want to look at someone with the background of
managing that kind of situation. Thank you very much.

XIV. C. Matters from the County Attorney
1. Executive session

a. Discussion of pending or threatened litigation
b. Limited personnel issues
c. Discussion of possible purchase, acquisition or disposal of

real property or water rights

Commissioner Holian moved to go into executive session pursuant to NMSA
Section 10-15-1-H (7, 2 and 8) to discuss the matters delineated above. Commissioner
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Stefanics seconded the motion which passed upon unanimous roll call vote with
Commissioners Anaya, Holian, Stefanics, Vigil and Montoya all voting in the
affirmative

[The Commission recessed from 4:20 to 5:50.]

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: We'll call this meeting back to order. If I could
have a motion to come out of executive session.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Mr. Chair, I move that we come out of executive
session where the only items discussed were those mentioned before going in and also
personnel action, and at this point in time, with that motion I’'m going to direct staff to start
negotiations on a contract for County Manager with Katherine Miller and hopefully, those
negotiations will come back to us in sufficient time to move forward with an appointment. If
not, Mr. Chair, we will go back tc Point A.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. We have a motion by Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Second.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Second by Commissioner Holian. Discussion?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Did you recognize, thank all the other
applicants?

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: I haven’t, Commissioner Anaya, because we may
be looking at the other applicants.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Well, we want to thank them for sending in their
applications for the County Manager position. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Any other discussion?

The motion passed by unanimous [4-0] voice vote. [Commissioner Stefanics was not
present for this action. ]

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: We’re at the point now where we’re going to our
public hearings. Thank you all for being patient. We’re going to begin on the agenda with
number 7.




Santa Fe County

Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of July 13, 2010
Page 41

7. BCC Case # MIS 10-5280 [.as Tres Campanas Restaurant [icense.
Las Tres Campanas LLC, Applicant, Requests Approval of a
Restaurant Liquor License to Serve Beer and Wine with Meals.
The Property is Located at 1 Valle Vista Boulevard, within Section
26, Township 16 North, Range 8 East, Santa Fe County, ;
(Commission District 5) Jose E. Larrafnaga, Case Manager i

JOSE LARRANAGA (Land Use Department): Thank you, Mr. Chair. Las i
Tres Campanas Restaurant is a family-run establishment serving full course meal. The hours
of operation are Monday through Friday 9:00 am to 9:00 pm and Sunday 9:00 am to 3:00 pm. ;
The existing structure is approximately 3,000 square feet consisting of a kitchen, office, kit
waiting area, restrooms and the restaurant area which allows for approximately 50 patrons.
On May 11, 2004 the Board of County Commissioners granted approval of a zoning
statement to allow beer and wine to be served at Las Tres Campanas Restaurant as a
permitted use. The restaurant was closed for a period of time and has now reopened under the
same name and owner.

The applicant is requesting approval of a restaurant liquor license. Las Tres Campanas
will not have a bar, however, they intend to serve beer and wine with meals. The issuance of
a restaurant liquor license will not increase the intensity of the restaurant as there is not any
proposed expansion of the existing site. The State Alcohol and Gaming Division granted
preliminary approval of this request in accordance with Section 60-6B-4 NMSA of the
Liquor Control Act. Legal notice of this request has been published in the newspaper. The
Board of County Commissioners are required to conduct a public hearing on the request to
grant a restaurant liquor license at this location.

Recommendation: Staff has reviewed this application and has found the following
facts to support this submittal. The Board of County Commissioners granted approval of a
zoning statement to allow beer and wine to be served at this site as a permitted use. The
applicant’s request complies with the Santa Fe County Land Development Code. The
applicant has met the State of New Mexico requirements for noticing, distance from schools
and churches. Therefore staff recommends approval of the applicant’s request. Mr. Chair, I
stand for any questions.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Any questions for staff? Okay. Is the applicant
here?

DARLENE GUERRERO: Good evening. My name is Darlene Guerrero and
me and my father are the owners of Las Tres Campanas Restaurant. We had it for four years
and we shut it down and we reopened as of September 2009. And so during that time is when
you have to have the restaurant running in order to keep the beer and wine license running,
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because it’s with the serving of food only. So that’s how it came about that the license was
closed and we have reapplied.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Any questions for the applicant? You’re
located — is it out on Highway 14?

MS. GUERRERO: Yes. Just below the intersection of 599 where it runs into
14.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Right. Okay.

MS. GUERRERO: Right down there.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Mr. Chair, more a comment. My good fiend
Fernando Mier ate there many times before he passed away, and many people in this
community know him and he loved that restaurant.

MS. GUERRERO: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. This is a public hearing. Thank you, Ms. &}
Guerrero. If anyone would like to come and speak on this case please come forward. Okay, e
this public hearing is closed. £

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Move for approval.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Second.

CHAIRMAN MONTOY A: Motion by Commissioner Anaya, second by
Commissioner Stefanics. Any discussion?

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

XV. A. 8. BCC Case # MIS 10-5300 the Club at I.as Campanas Liquor
i ip. The Club at Las Campanas,

Inc., Applicant, Linda Aikin, Agent, Request Approval of a
Transfer of Ownership of Liquor License Numbers 804 and 2710.
The Sites Are Located at 32 Clubhouse Drive and 34 Ranch
Estates Road, within Sections 11 & 13, Township 17 North, Range
8 East, Santa Fe County, (Commission District 2) Jose E.
Larranaga, Case Manager

MR. LARRANAGA: Thank you, Mr. Chair. The Club at Las Campanas, Inc.
requests a transfer of ownership of liquor license numbers 804 and 2710. The licenses are
being transferred from Las Campanas, LP to the Club. The licenses will continue the existing
method of operation and maintain at their current approved location. License #804 is
assigned to the Club facilities and golf course located at 32 Clubhouse Drive. This license is
a dispenser liquor license which permits the sale of all types of hard liquor, beer and wine by
the drink and in unbroken packages. The Club facility includes a restaurant which operates
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from 11:00 am through 9:00 pm, Monday through Saturday and noon through 8:00 pm on
Sunday.

License #2710 is assigned to the equestrian center cabin located at 34 Ranch Estates
Road. This license is a dispenser liquor license which permits the sale of all types of hard
liquor, beer and wine by the drink for consumption on the licensed premises only. The hours
of operation are 11:00 am through 9:00 pm, Monday through Saturday and noon through 8:00
pm on Sunday.

The State Alcohol and Gaming Division granted preliminary approval of this request
in accordance with Section 60-6B-4 NMSA of the Liquor Control Act. Legal notice of this
request has been published in the newspaper. The Board of County Commissioners are
required to conduct a public hearing on the request to grant a restaurant liquor license at this
location.

Recommendation: The issue to be considered by the Board of County Commissioners
is whether the transfer of ownership should be approved. Staff has reviewed this application
and has found the following facts to support this submittal. The applicant’s request complies
with the Santa Fe County Land Development Code. The licenses will continue the existing
method of operation and remain at their current approved location. The applicant has met the
State of New Mexico requirements for noticing, distance from schools and churches.
Therefore staff recommends approval of the applicant’s request. Mr. Chair, I stand for any
questions.

CHAIRMAN MONTOY A: Okay. Questions for staff? Okay, if the applicant
would come forward please. If there’s anything you have to add.

RALPH SCHEUER: My name is Ralph Scheuer. I represent the applicant. I’'m
an attorney here in town.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Any questions for the applicant? Okay.
Thank you. This is a public hearing. If there’s anyone who would like to speak on this case
please come forward. Okay, this public hearing is closed.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Holian.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: I move for approval.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: I'll second.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Motion by Commissioner Holian, second by
Commissioner Stefanics for approval. Any further discussion?

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.
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XV. A 1. CDRC Case # VAR 10-5060 Hari Hari Khalsa Variance. Hari
Hari Khalsa, Applicant, Requests a Variance of Article III, Section
10 (Lot Size Requirements) of the Land Development Code to
Allow a Second Dwelling Unit on 0.59 Acres. The Property is
Located at 8 Athenas Way, within Section 7, Township 20 North,
Range 9 East (Commission District 1) John M. Salazar, Case
Planner

WAYNE DALTON (Land Use Department): On May 20, 2010 the County
Development Review Committee met and acted on this case. The decision of the CDRC was
to recommend approval by a 5-0 vote.

The applicant requests a variance to allow a second dwelling unit on .59 acres. The
property is located within the community of Sombrillo, within the Basin Hydrologic Zone
where the minimum lot size is 2.5 acres per dwelling. The applicant originally applied for an
accessory structure development permit on November 13, 2007. Staff issued a permit for a
studio-type accessory structure on December 6, 2007. In January of 2010 the Land Use
Department received an anonymous letter stating the applicant has installed a full kitchen
along with a full bath and was now living in the structure full time.

County Code Enforcement conducted a site visit and discovered that a kitchen had
indeed been installed in the studio. Code Enforcement then issued a notice of violation on
January 13™ since the code criterion for density allows only residence for a lot of this size.
The applicant is requesting a variance in order to move her mother into a larger home. The
applicant states that the accessory structure was originally constructed to serve as an art

studio, but she began noticing how the wood floors helped alleviate pain in her hips and back.

The applicant further states that she installed the kitchen to reduce trips back to her main
residence.

Recommendation. The CDRC voted unanimously to recommend approval. However,
staff continues to recommend that the request for a variance be denied. Article 111, Section 10
states the minimum lot size in this area is 2.5 acres per dwelling unit. Further, the code does
not support granting a variance based on medical hardships because these are not the type of
hardships contemplated by the code.

Mr. Chair, if the decision of the BCC is to approve this variance, staff recommends
the following conditions be imposed. I do have some additional conditions to add and amend
and also amend condition number two if | could read those into the record.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Please do.
[The conditions are as follows:]
1. Water use on the property shall be restricted to 0.25 acre-feet per year per dwelling
unit.
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2. The applicant shall install water meters for both homes and shall submit annual water
meter readings to the Santa Fe County Land Use Administrator by January 1* of each
year. Water restrictions shall be recorded in the County Clerk’s Office.

3. No additional dwelling permits shall be permitted on the property.

4. The applicant shall submit revised construction plans showing the kitchen facility in
order to revise the existing development permit.

5. The applicant shall submit an updated liquid waste permit from the Environment

Department showing the correct lot size and the correct number of dwelling units.

Mr. Chair, this is due to a condition that was on the existing liquid waste permit from
the Environmental Department stating that the permit was only valid for a studio/shop with a %
bathroom. So being that this is now a dwelling unit the Environment Department may have
an issue with it.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Are there any questions for Mr. Dalton at this
point? Seeing none, is the applicant here? Would the applicant please come forward and say €3
their name and address for the record and I will turn the meeting over to Commissioner
Montoya. P i

HARI HARI KHALSA: I’'m Hari Hari Khalsa and [ live at 6 Athenas Way and +
[ built that studio/dwelling unit, and this is the first time I’ve appeared live before a
committee. I’m not exactly sure what you want me to say since he’s negated the reason for
me making it a dwelling unit. [ have a letter from my doctor. [ don’t know if you’ve got a
copy of that in there, regarding my medical condition. It’s pretty straightforward. The new
building is much less painful to walk inside of than my regular house and at the time I built it,
honestly I didn’t know that putting in a floating wood floor with the regular padding that you
have under the wood and the plywood that you have between the cement and the wood would
create such a difference for my back but it does and it did and I noticed that I have arthritis. I
noticed that it was necessary to take much less medication for my back, which I’'m doing all
kinds of things to help myself these days.

Anyway, [ did put a kitchen there and I’d be happy to do whatever the committee
recommends or comply with Wayne’s requirements of the water, the septic, the kitchen plans.

[ put in a new well on my property. My first house is four houses on one well. My studio is
just itself on the new well. So in actuality I end up using less water than previously used and
the kitchen — the septic there is a lift station, so it’s the same septic system as my original
house. I’'m the only person there. My father died in February which was unbeknownst to me
but my mother may come and stay for times, but she’s not living there. I’m trying to correct
what was said. If you have any other questions I’d be happy to answer them, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Any questions for the applicant? Seeing
none, this is a public hearing. We’ll open it up now for anyone who would like to come and
speak on this case. Okay, seeing none, this public hearing is closed.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Anaya.
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COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Move for approval.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: With staff conditions?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: With conditions.

CHAIRMAN MONTOY A: With the five? There’s five.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: I’ll second.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Motion by Commissioner Anaya for
approval with staff conditions, second by Commissioner Holian. Any further discussion?

The motion passed by unanimous [S-0] voice vote.

XV. A 2. CDRC Case # VAR 10-5090 Florencio Romero Variance.
Florencio Romero, Applicant, Requests a Variance of the
Pojoaque Valley Traditional Community District Ordinance 2008-
5, Section 12.5 (Density and Dimensional Standards) to Allow a
Second Dwelling Unit on 1.6 Acres. The Property is Located at 4-B
Molino Viejo, within Section 10, Township 19 North, Range 9 East
(Commission District 1) John M. Salazar, Case Planner

SHELLEY COBAU (Review Division Supervisor): Mr. Chair, with your
permission I’ll just present the case here from the staff table.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay.

MS. COBAU Thank you. On May 27, 2010 the County Development Review
Committee met and acted on this case. The decision of the CDRC was to recommend
approval by a unanimous vote. The applicant is requesting a variance of Article 111, Section
10, Lot Size Requirements, of the Land Development Code to allow a third dwelling unit on
1.6 acres. The property is located within the Pojoaque Valley Traditional Community. Article
I11, Section 10 states that the minimum lot size in this area, because it’s a traditional historic
community, is .75 acres per dwelling unit, and that minimum lot size can be further reduced
to 1/3 acre with community water and community sewer.

Ordinance 2006-5, Section 12.5 also states that the minimum lot size is the same as
the County Code. So there’s no difference between the County Code and the Pojoaque
ordinance. The applicant currently has two homes on the property served by one conventional
septic system and a shared well. The applicant is proposing that the residence will have its
own septic system and will also share the well. The applicant is requesting the variance in
order to have his daughter closer to him and the rest of the family since she suffers from
mental illness. I believe there’s a letter from a physician included as Exhibit F.

I’d like to add to the staff report that the property is encumbered by floodplain and we
have a floodplain ordinance that requires a 75-foot setback from the limits delineated on the
flood insurance rate map. It’s a small parcel of property. There’s very little room, and I’d just
like the applicant to be advised should the variance be granted by the Board today that they
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may have problems with their septic because they may have to go to advanced septic, and the
septic system also has to be set 75 feet from the floodplain. So that there may not in fact
enough room on this property to do what they would like, but they can go down that road
should their variance be granted.

The staff recommend is denial and the CDRC as I previously stated recommended
approval. Should the Board approve this variance staff recommends the following conditions
of approval. Mr. Chair, may I enter conditions 1 and 2 into the record, and amend condition
three?

[The conditions are as follows:]

1. The applicant shall apply for a development permit with the Santa Fe County Land
Use Department. 1)
2. Water use on the property shall be restricted to 0.25 acre-feet per year per dwelling 31
unit. 3
3. The applicant shall install water meters on all three dwellings as the preceding case th

was amended prior to the issuance of a development permit and shall submit annual
water meter readings to the Santa Fe County Land Use Administrator by January1st of
each year.

I just want to make sure that our conditions are consistent from case to case. Thank
you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Questions for staff. Commissioner Holian.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. So Shelley, what you’re
saying is if they cannot meet the conditions to get the permit for their septic system that they
would not be able to move.

MS. COBAU Their remedy would be at that time to seek a variance to the
floodplain ordinance to allow a lesser setback or to restudy the floodplain and have it
redelineated.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: But they would have to come back to us?

MS. COBAU Yes. If they can’t meet the ordinance requirements of the
floodplain ordinance they would have to seek variance relief from you.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Okay. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Any other questions? Okay. If the applicant
would come forward please.

[Duly sworn, Florencio Romero testified as follows:]

FLORENCIO ROMERO: Yes. My name is Florencio Romero, this is my wife
Grace. We live at 4B Molino Viejo, Santa Fe. She’s my hearing aid because I don’t hear very
well and she can help me.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Are you in agreement with all of the
conditions given by staft?

MR. ROMERO: I heard some of what she said. I didn’t hear all of it. So I
don’t know if I would be in agreement with all of them or not, to be honest with you.
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CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Could you share them with them please?

MS. COBAU Mr. Romero, basically, the condition was modified to require
that you place a meter at each dwelling, so that we have separate water use records on each
dwelling unit.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: That’s okay? That’s agreeable?

MR. ROMERO: Yes.

CHAIRMAN MONTOY A: Okay. Any questions for the applicant? Okay.
Thank you. You can be seated. Now, this is a public hearing, if anyone would like to speak
on this case please come forward. Seeing none, this public hearing is closed. Commissioner
Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Mr. Chair, I move for approval.

CHAIRMAN MONTOY A: Motion by Commissioner Vigil for approval.
With conditions?

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: With conditions.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: With conditions.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: As amended.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: As amended.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Second.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Second by Commissioner Anaya. Any further
discussion?

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

XV. A, 3. CDRC Case # 7 09-5520 New Mexico Boys & Girls Ranch Master
Plan. The New Mexico Boys & Girls Ranch Foundation Inc.,

Applicant, Consensus Planning, Agent, Request Master Plan
Zoning Approval as a Community Service Facility for a
Consolidated Residential School Facility Consisting of Student,
Staff, Administration and Transitional Housing, a School and
Administration Building, and Accessory Uses Totaling
Approximately 115,200 Sq. Ft. on 964.34 Acres to Be Completed in
3 Phases. The Property is Located on County Road 22, West of
State Road 344, North of Cedar Grove, within Sections 3 & 10,
Township 11 North, Range 7 East (Commission District 3) Vicki

Lucero, Case Manager

Exhibit 4:Ranches Supporting Material; Exhibit 5: Site Visit; Exhibit 6: Outreach
Efforts; Exhibit 7: Letter from Six Tribes; Exhibit 8: Petition in Favor of
Moratorium; Exhibit 9: Petition Opposing The Ranches

VICKI LUCERO (Land Use Department): Thank you, Mr. Chair. On April 13,
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2010, the BCC heard this case. The decision of the BCC was to table this case with direction
to the applicant to set up another meeting with the community to address concerns with the
surrounding neighbors. A community meeting was held on May 6, 2010, at the Edgewood
Senior Center. The meeting summary is attached as Exhibit I.

Recommendation: This application is in compliance with Article V, Section 5.2,
Master Plan Requirements, of the County Land Development Code, and all other
requirements of the County Code. Staff’s recommendation, and the decision of the CDRC is
to recommend master plan zoning approval subject to the following conditions. Mr. Chair,
may [ enter those conditions into the record?

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Yes. They are the six?

MS. LUCERO: They are the six, and I’d actually like to change condition #5
to add the word eligible after all.

1. All redlines comments must be addressed
2. A signage plan for the internal road network shall be submitted at preliminary
development plan. .
3. Engineered plan and profiles for the internal road network shall be submitted at
preliminary development plan.
4. The Traffic Impact Analysis must be updated with each phase of the development and
offsite improvements must be provided as required by the NMDOT.
All eligible archaeological sites must be preserved from development.
6. County Road 22 must be improved to County Code standards from the point where

County ownership ends to the entrance of the Boys & Girls Ranch.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. So entered. Questions for staff?
Commissioner Holian.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Thank you. Vicki, I'm sort of concerned about
the archaeological sites on this property, so I wonder if there’s a map that exists that shows
the arc sites and then the location of the proposed building units relative to those arc sites.

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Holian, we do have a map. The
applicant did do a preliminary archaeological study, so I can pass that around so that you can
take a look at that. They will be required to do a more detailed one at preliminary and
determine which sites are eligible for preservation and which aren’t.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: I would like to look at that map. The other
thing, I noticed that they were going to have a swimming pool. Is that allowed?

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Holian, it is allowed for these types
of developments as long as they have adequate water for it.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: All right. Thank you, Vicki.

CHAIRMAN MONTOY A: Any other questions for staff? If the applicant
would come forward please?

KAREN MARCOTTE: Good evening, Mr. Chair, members of the
Commission. We had a short power point presentation to summarize.

[Duly sworn, Karen Marcotte testified as follows:]

(9,1
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MS. MARCOTTE: Karen Marcotte, and [ am the agent and the land planner
for the Ranches, with Consensus Planning. Geneva is passing out a paper version of the
power point in case you can’t see it on the screen. I’ll keep this brief. We’re at our second
hearing before this Board. We are requesting master plan zoning for a community service
facility for a residential school.

Quick summary on the project, as staff noted, this is a 964-acre site. The land was
acquired from Bruce and Alice King who have been long-time supporters of the New Mexico
Boys and Girls Ranch Ranches. Ninety percent of the site is open space and will be preserved
in an undeveloped state. The campus is on approximately 100 acres of the site. It is a rural
ranch lifestyle and educational environment for disadvantaged youth and the last hearing as
was noticed was a tabled request that required additional community meeting with a neutral
facilitator. I noted on the slide that the meeting was held May 6, 2009; it was actually 2010. I
apologize for getting the wrong year on there.

As staff noted under status of approvals, all the technical studies required for master
plan zoning are complete and approved. Further studies are required prior to development
plan and they will be completed at that time. And this is an important point because I think a
lot of the neighbors are waiting to get final design on certain things like wastewater treatment
plants and those will be done at the appropriate time with development plan, but not at the
time of master plan zoning. So it’s just a matter of waiting at the right point in the process.

Staff report does not compliance with the code requirements. We do agree with the
conditions, including the new one on road improvements that has been added, and CDRC did
recommend approval unanimously back in February.

One of the issues that has been raised by the neighbors is whether or not this is
actually a community service facility. We believe it is. It does provide needed local service.
The Girls Ranch operated in Santa Fe County near Lamy for many, many years, and many
youth in the program come from southern Santa Fe County. So even though there may not be
children from the adjacent neighborhood that would go to the Ranches it certainly does fulfill
the community service definition. It’s also a rural, ranch-based program which is compatible
with the area, which is another question that has been raised. You can’t have equestrian
programs and 4-H barns in urban areas. This is a Ranches program. It’s been called the
Ranches since the forties and it needs to be in a rural, ranch environment.

And also, it’s a school, and schools provide a community service, whether your
subdivision has kids that go to your school or not, it is still a community service. So we
believe it meets the requirement for that definition. One of the issues raised was water and
wastewater. There’s three acre-feet available from an off-site King family well. The water
will be supplied by Entranosa Water System. The Ranches use less water than the existing
agricultural irrigation that’s been produced at that well for the last 40 years, and the County
Hydrologist has approved the water budget.

We believe this project enhances the fire protection in the area because it provides a
fire suppression water tank and hydrants. We’ve also looked at wastewater treatment plant
options at this stage but hadn’t designed a wastewater treatment plant. A circulating sand
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filter system is what has been recommended. It will be designed at the next stage, the
development plan stage. It does not have any open ponds or lagoons. I know that was a
concern expressed in the neighborhood earlier, and when we do design that wastewater
treatment plant we will have to get County and NMED approval for it at the development
plan stage, and there are very stringent requirements.

Let’s talk about archaeology as you’re passing the map around. We agree that more
detail is going to be required prior to the development plan. In fact, the archaeologist is
waiting for the master plan to get approved in order to finish defining the boundaries and the
treatment plans for those sites. We did shift the campus design to avoid all of the eligible
sites. We will be putting them in protective easements as I required by SHPO. It also is what
is required in your County condition of approval, is that those eligible sites are preserved
from development. And we think there is a good school and educational opportunity for the
kids and the instructors of the school to become guardians of the site, to become
knowledgeable about the sites and to protect them. Right now, that fence you see is the
protection of the archaeological sites, and many of them have been disturbed. People go out
there and look for artifacts. We think the school presence will actually help to safeguard
them.

One thing that’s inferesting to note is that there’s been suddenly a lot of interest in
protecting those sites from the adjacent neighborhoods, but the adjacent neighborhoods, in
Cedar Grove and Tierra Encantada have a lot of sites that have been located in their area.
They are not under any kind of protections and there have not been studies done. Our

archaeologist noted numerous sites on private land off of the Ranches property in the adjacent

area that have not been studied. So I understand that the neighbors are interested about the
archaeological sites. We hope they will protect the ones that are in their neighborhood as
well.

There have been some issues raised about the terrain and the drainage and the
grading. We comply with the County and state codes and the initial terrain management study
is complete. The requirements are that you cannot increase your offsite drainage beyond
historic flow so we will not be allowed to increase flow to adjacent properties. We plan to
minimize the grading on this site and preserve as much of the slopes and the landscape as
possible, and be very sensitive in the design. And we have employed a number of water
harvesting techniques to try and use that water as an asset instead of a problem.

On that topo map you’re seeing, that slope map, the red area is the buildable part of
the site. It’s over 1/3 of the area and it is why we pushed the campus towards the center of the
site as much as we could. We couldn’t put it further north or west because of the slopes. And
so we wanted you to see that slope map.

With regards to traffic, that’s been one of the issues that’s been raised and it’s why we
have agreed to add that new road improvements condition. The initial stage traffic study was
approved by NMDOT and the County. The studies and improvements are required at each
phase though. We are required to come back with each phase of development and do another
traffic study update to see how valid all the assumptions are, to see if there’s changes that
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need to be made, and to see if there are improvements that need to be done that are
commensurate with the impacts. The road will not stay how it is today. There have been a lot
of concerns about the condition of the road today, and the road will be improved as part of
this development.

There have been a lot of issues raised about parking, suggesting that there’s just a
huge number of parking spaces and everybody’s going to be up there at one time and how
would you evacuate everyone? So we wanted to be clear that those parking spaces won’t all £
be full at one time. The County Code requires us to show parking by each of those building. “u
Some of those we probably wouldn’t have to have parking spaces by if we didn’t have to do
that as part of the code. And it’s primarily a residential school, so there are fewer individual
cars coming and going. The students are walking from the cottages to the school building.
There’s onsite staff that will walk across the campus. It’s designed to be walkable. So there
won’t be as many cars as a typical school.

In addition, the parking is gravel; it’s not paved, and there’s water harvesting
provisions in the parking lots to help with runoff, and parking will be studied along with b
traffic at each phase of development. So we’ll keep that in check as each phase of the project Y
gets built. There have been a lot of comparisons being made, that this is the same as a large
commercial parking lot in town, and that is just not true. These are not paved lots. These are
not massive paved lots. They’re smaller increments and they’re not paved.

The next slide goes into some of the issues that have been raised about density.
There’s been a lot of misinformation and miscalculation about density. People have been sort
of mixing their acres and the scales of the maps and the square footage and the population
numbers when they’re comparing density, saying it’s a big as a Walmart or it’s the same as a
big commercial shopping center. They’ve added the size of the recreational field into the
square footage in some places. So [ would like to just clarify the density a little bit for you.

There’s two ways of looking at density. Residential dwelling units per acre, and a
floor area ratio of total square footage per acre. If you look at the residential units, we have a
very low density of 0.19 dwelling units per acre. If you use only the 100 acres of the campus.
If you use the whole 964 acres of the property it’s actually 0.019. It’s very low. The two to
three acre lots in Tierra Contenta, for instance, are 0.5 to 0.33. So it’s much lower than that.
If you look at the building square footage total, much has been made about different numbers.
We’ve been accused of lying about square footage, which is not true. We have shown the
accurate square footage on this map. We have looked at habitable square footage numbers,
building envelope or grading pads and building footprints. So when there’s a difference
between the building size that is why. But even if you use the opponents’ highest square
footage for the buildings that they’re coming up with and you include all of the non-habitable
buildings like barns in your density, you still only have 195 square feet of building per acre,
which is a floor area ratio of .004. So it’s very, very low.

The square footage of all these buildings will get fixed at development plan. Once
again, these are shown at a master plan stage. We don’t have fully designed buildings at
master plan stage. Those come in at the development plan and then we’ll be able to have a
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very definitive square footage on each building. But I think to claim that this is a dense
project is really disingenuous. The school is on 964 acres of land. The board members of the
Ranches can’t believe that the Ranches had to buy 1,000 acres of land to have this campus
and get it buffered and get it to fit in with the area, and so I think we just have to keep the
size of this property in mind when we talk about density.

We’ve also been accused of lying about buffers, and perhaps there’s some confusion
about the term, so I would like to just use the term setback, which is the distance to the
nearest building from the Ranches’ property line. This doesn’t include how far back the
neighbors’ homes are set back or their buildings are set back, this is just to the Ranches’
property line. The nearest building to the southern property line is 610 feet away, and it is a
housing unit. The nearest building on the eastern property line is 566 feet inside the Ranches’
property line, and that’s the little pavilion next to the chapel. The main school building,
which is the largest building on the campus is 899 feet from the eastern boundary and 1,823
feet from the southern property line. So these are very extensive setbacks. The campus is set
back in as far into the site as it can go without going up onto the slope.

There have been some issues about views and what the neighbors will see from their
property. So we went out with a surveyor’s rod and measured trees and we looked from the
property line of the property out to where the surveyor’s rod was being held, at a 24-foot
building height, which is the maximum height allowed for a community service facility, same
as two-story house, and what we discovered is that the existing vegetation does in fact
provide such good screening, and the distance provides such good screening that you could
never see that surveyor’s rod from the property lines for the buildings. They tried the
maintenance building, they tried cottages, they went to the administration building. That
photo on the left is from the property line to the school and Chris and Scott were out there
with the surveyor’s rod and you cannot see it.

So while we had proposed that perhaps in the past you might be able to see even a
little glint of the roofline, in fact you cannot see the height of those buildings. They’re going
to be very well screened and we don’t think there will be an impact on the adjacent
properties.

So issues with regard to the neighbors and public outreach, just to go through this a
little bit. The existing ranch properties do have neighbors’ support. You have a letter in your
file that the neighbor, the family that has lived next to the Boys Ranch for 60 years has not
had even one incident, not even one issue with them as a neighbor. We’ve been trying to
work with this community for the last ten months. Our first neighborhood meeting was last
September and we’ve gone beyond the requirements. We’ve turned in a form that shows all
of the outreach that we’ve done, which goes beyond the minimum requirements. And while
we do have some supporters and we’re happy to have those, many of the neighbors still want
the Ranches to go away. And there have been some pretty strong attempts to try and stop the
project, including some direct threats.

We had to get the Sheriff to provide security at that last community meeting that you
asked us to have because we were threatened about coming out there. There have been
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personal attacks against the Ranches and against people that speak on behalf of the Ranches.
And so that’s been a concern. It’s going to take a very long time to build this project and we
are hoping that because of that time it will give everyone time for the anger to calm down a
little bit so that the kids don’t feel threatened and the kids don’t hear that anger. I can
certainly take it; I'm a consultant. I'm going to go onto another project. But the kids that live
out there on that ranch have been through enough and they’ve had enough challenges in their
past. They don’t need to be met with a lot of anger. So we’re hoping that that just calms down
over time.

Our request — we want to give these youth a second chance and to be able to come out
and live on the Ranches and graduate from school and learn good life skills and become
productive members of society. We want to fulfill this legacy wish for this property and for
this program. Unfortunately, Bruce and Alice King didn’t live long enough to see this get
done but we hope the current ranch board and managers certainly will be able to see it in their
lifetimes. We’re hoping that the community will come around and see the benefits of this. In
the other Ranch facilities there have been a lot of volunteers from the local community that
have gotten involved. There have been mentors. They provide training. They’ve joined riding
clubs. They’ve had 4-H show volunteers. The Ranches have opened up their facilities to
community potlucks and barbeques and community meetings, and I think they could really
become an asset to the community if everybody just gives them a chance to do so.

We do recognize that more studies are needed at the next phase. We do agree to do
them. We know they’re required and we do agree that they will be done. So we respectfully
request approval of the zoning request. We agree with the conditions. We have members of
the Ranches here and all the technical people who have worked on the studies here to answer
any questions that you might have.

CHAIRMAN MONTOY A: Okay. Any questions for the applicant?
Commissioner Holian.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Karen, have you
consider doing a wildlife management plan or wildlife corridor plan as part of the planning
process?

MS. MARCOTTE: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Holian, I believe it’s actually
required as part of the wildlands-urban interface plan that we have to do, is that we have to
look at migratory patterns for wildlife through the forest boundary, because we’re adjacent to
forested area. I’'m not sure if staff can confirm that. But my understanding is that the wildlife
corridor and the migration patterns are part of that wildlands-urban interface plan, and we are
required to do that.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: So maybe Vicki could address that.

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Holian, the code actually doesn’t
have a requirement for any wildlife preservation.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Okay. Thank you, Vicki.

MS. MARCOTTE: I think there would be a willingness to do that though.
They’ve been willing to do every study that’s needed. So I thought it was part of the other
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one.

CHAIRMAN MONTOY A: Other questions for the applicant? Okay. Thank
you, Karen. This is a public hearing. How many people are going to be speaking? Okay, if |
could ask you to please come forward and then we could get you all sworn in at the same
time and ask you to sit here in the front row. Are you all for? How many are for this, if I
could see a show of hands? Against? Okay. So go ahead, ma’am.

[Duly sworn, Nancy Burton testified as follows:]

NANCY BURTON: My name is Nancy Burton. I live at 1141 State Road 344.
Chairman Montoya, Commissioners, I’m speaking here on behalf of the South Mountain
Neighborhood Association, which is a corporation filed with the New Mexico Public
Regulation Commission. First, we didn’t have an opportunity to do this at the April 13"
meeting because there wasn’t time, so I wanted to just say this, that at that time we had
petitions with 105 signatures, which were in support of the temporary moratorium for the
rezoning in Santa Fe County, which was on the agenda and we were in support of
Commissioner Holian’s motion at that time. We’re here in opposition to the Ranches’ master
plan rezone request because there are still major unresolved issues. This project is not
compatible with development in the area and they do not meet the requirements of the Santa
Fe County Land Development Code. Therefore you should disapprove the master nlan rezone
request.

A number of our members are on vacation and several are sick and therefore they
couldn’t make it here tonight, but even with that we still have a large number who came here.
I think I counted 25 or 26 people. I’'m not sure if I got the whole count, but that’s quite a few
number of people who made the trip up here to oppose this.

[ also want to note that the case that was presented by our attorney on April 13" is
still applicable. We feel that to date our concerns and reasons for opposition have not been
heard nor understood, possibly by the Ranches, possibly by you Commissioners, and so we’re
here today to ask that you take the time, please take the time it takes to hear us and
understand us. We have five issues to address here tonight and our speakers have done
extensive research and preparation to present these as succinctly as possible. There may be
other public comments that I’'m unaware of but we’ve timed our presentations. It should be
30 minutes or so.

I wanted to ask that if the Ranches rebut any of our presentations, I would like to have
the opportunity to offer clarification. And finally, 1 have another set of petitions here with 201
signatures that are in opposition to this master plan rezoning request. We started these
petitions less than a week ago and we found that as we talked to people there are still many,
many people who have not heard about the proposed development and all but a very few, less
than five people that we spoke to that hadn’t heard of it readily signed the petition. If we took
another two to three weeks we’d probably get another 500 signatures and that is not an
exaggeration.

So we’re here in opposition to the Ranches’ master plan rezone request because there
are still major unresolved issues. The project is not compatible with the development in the
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area and they do not meet the requirements of the Santa Fe County Land Development Code.
There you should disapprove the master plan rezone request. I’m the next person on our
agenda to speak and if I could have our presentation. Like I said we’re here in opposition to
the Ranches’ master plan rezone request because it does not meet requirements of the Santa
Fe Land Development Code. Our New Mexico constitution embodies Abraham Lincoln’s
quote of government of the people, by the people for the people. In other words, no person,
no family and no institution should be above the best interest of an entire community.
Though the Ranches have a noble mission and the King family may like a legacy, we the
people of the South Mountain Neighborhood Association, with over 100 registered members
stand united in our opposition to the Ranches’ rezone request. Our petitions with 201
signatures and more could be gotten are further evidence that a major part of the entire
community stands in opposition to this rezone request.

Our objective here is to convince you of the justification for disapproval for this
requested zone change and to demonstrate why the proposed development does not meet the
requirements for a community service facility as defined by your Land Development Code.
This chart is a direct quote out of your Land Development Code. This presentation will show
you why the Ranches development does not satisfy the highlighted areas. The development
does not service the local community. The services are not necessarily necessary in the
county, and it is not compatible with the existing development in the area.

First we did some research on precedent-setting community service facilities, and we
found these two. Here’s another view of the L.as Cumbres Learning Center. It’s one building
set in a neighborhood of other community services like schools, health center, restaurants,
motels, etc. It’s near to major traffic routes. It provides a public facility to a local community,
and it’s clearly compatible with existing development in the area.

The A. Montoya Recreation Center is the primary facility for the Las Vegas
Recreation Department. It’s one building set in a neighborhood of other community services
like commercial businesses, schools, parks, churches, hospitals, hotels, etc., and it’s
accessible from major traffic routes. It also provides a public facility to a local community
and it’s clearly compatible with existing development in the area.

Before I go on I'd like you to answer this. Think about this. Which community will
the Ranches facility be servicing? Ms. Marcotte said southern Santa Fe County has many or
has had many people, many residents in their schools. My question is how many? When we
ask how many, we don’t get it. If they have 18 students now at Bernardo, how many of those
are from Santa Fe County? Certainly less than 18.

So I ask again, which community will the Ranches be servicing? Would it be Cedar
Grove? Would it be Edgewood? Which community would it be? The answer is the Ranches
would not provide services to a local community. Certainly not Cedar Grove, probably not
Edgewood, but at least Edgewood has a community services area and I think you’ve seen this
map of Edgewood. The Ranches facility starts one mile off the map and the community
services are in Edgewood is down here, which is seven miles away. So the other question is is
the Ranches necessary in the county. That’s the question. The answer is no. It is not
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necessarily necessary in Santa Fe County. Right now it’s in Socorro County and the one in
Santa Fe County, in Lamy was shut down, so I would say that proves it’s not necessary in
Santa Fe County.

So we’ve shown how the Ranches facility does not meet two of the requirements of
the Land Development Code. It does not service the local community and it is not necessary
in the county.

Next we’ll demonstrate how it’s not compatible with the existing development in the
area. Here’s a view of the Ranches. You just saw it from Ms. Marcotte as well. I’m not sure
how to do this since you’ve got a different thing to look at but the existing population is all
around here, the Cedar Grove area. There’s not much here; that’s in the mountains where no
one can build. The Tierra Encantada, which is down here is the most heavily populated area
with 42 homes on about 126 acres. To the left of Tierra Encantada and the south and east of
344 there are some parcels that are five to ten acres but for the most part the rest of the area is
40-acre or more parcels, which is per County Code right now. You can’t subdivide without
coming, asking for a variance.

So it’s makes a real difference to this community that the Ranches are building on
only a small part of their property, being like they say ten percent, which is not really accurate

either, but it’s the enormity of this, the enormity of this next to this population that’s really £

what’s not compatible with the neighborhood. As you can see in this slide, which is the same
as that, this development dominates this area and I’ve done them the favor of taking off all
the labels on their buildings. So this is to scale, these are the buildings without labels and
look at how dense that is compared to the most dense area down here, where you can’t hardly
even see the buildings.

Oh. And not shown on this is they plan to have an equestrian area somewhere in here
and the wastewater treatment facility somewhere in here, with a five-acre leach field, which
could be very close to the neighboring properties, but we don’t know where that’s going to be
yet. So further, you’ll see how this is not compatible with existing development in the area. In
fact the impact is disproportionate to all other development in the area. Now the numbers that
they’ve used compared to the numbers that we’ve used is they’re using the 964 acres, which
is insane. Or, I’'m sorry. I shouldn’t have used that inflammatory words, but anyways, getting
back to this. The water usage, they say they want 30 acre-feet of what although we’ve also
heard or they’ve asked for 50 acre-feet of water. If we look at the current County Code of a
quarter acre-foot of water for 40-acre parcels, that would put the equivalent of 120 homes on
this area. 120 homes. Wastewater would be equivalent to 144 homes in that area.

Compare that, compare that to the most dense place right now which is 42 homes in
126 acres. Okay, now we used the housing density and we only used the housing square feet
for the residential houses. That’s equivalent to putting 75 homes on a 40-acre parcel. That’s
using their land, not the 964 acres. If we compare that to Tierra Encantada it would be
equivalent to putting 158 homes in Tierra Encantada, not the 42 that are there now.
Population density, looking at 383 people, which is two to three times greater than the entire
surrounding area. How can you say that’s compatible? That is way more.
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Their own traffic study, which we’ll talk about later, says there’s going to be greater
than 22-fold increase of traffic on the County Road 22. So the proposed Ranches
development is clearly not compatible with the existing development in the area, and unlike
what the Ranches have said that the views in the mountains will remain undisturbed, which is
a direct quote, and the school building will not be visible, here’s a view of the disturbed area
taken from State Road 344. And this, if you could turn around, right here is a red roof. This
red roof is 2,500 square feet. Now, multiply that by 75 times and put it in that area. That little
meadow area there, that’s virtually taken up by their school. The school building alone is
bigger than three of the schools in Edgewood. Twice as big as one of the schools in
Edgewood and bigger than the Smith’s grocery store. I’'m not talking about the parking lot,
I’m talking about the building of the Smith’s grocery store.

Put the Smith’s grocery store in that area. Now tell me that there’s no visual impact.
That’s where ’'m getting emotional. [ think you know what [ mean, Commissioner Anaya. In 53
other words the development will obliterate the view of this mountain in that area and it will
bring tremendous light and noise pollution. When it is being said the Ranches don’t know
because they don’t live there is that those mountains echo everything. When people are
walking 80 acres away from me I can hear them because the mountain echoes everything.
Now, have children playing basketball, whatever, whatever hours, what’s that going to do to
a retirement community? Primarily a retirement community?

So do you not now agree that the Ranches development does not meet the community
services requirement, nor the requirements of the County Land Development Code? It’s
clearly unlike precedent [sic] facilities. It does not service the local community. It is not
compatible with the surrounding facilities. And approval would set a new precedent,
redefining community services and compatibility and changing the character of rural
communities in our state.

So I think that we have demonstrated that the applicant does not meet the
requirements of the code and we’ve given you the justification you need to disapprove this
zone change request. We the people of the community ask that you, our County
Commissioners disapprove the applicant’s rezone request. Any questions?

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay, next please. Now, let me just as a point of
clarification — each one of you is going to take 30 minutes?

MS. BURTON: No. They’re all different and I’m sorry I might have take
more. [ got a little emotional.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. [ just understood you to say it was going to
take 30 minutes total and [ didn’t know if it was —

MS. BURTON: No.

CHAIRMAN MONTOY A: Just your 30 minutes. Okay, if someone would
come next please?

[Previously sworn, Rebecca Proctor testified as follows:]

REBECCA PROCTOR: Mr. Chair, Commissioners, my name is Rebecca

Proctor. [ live at 21 Aster Way in Santa Fe, 87508. ’'m coming before you tonight
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representing six tribes and they’ve asked me to present their letter, which, with your
permission, Mr. Chair, I’ll give you the original letter after [ finish my statement.

Mr. Brian Montoya is the Lieutenant Governor of San [ldefonso Pueblo, and
originally six tribes has planned on having Mr. Montoya here to represent them. He had a
death in the family this morning and was unable to come and they’ve asked me to present
their letter to you and make a brief statement.

The six tribes involved are Tesuque, Okhay Ohwingeh, Santa Clara, Santa Ana, Kewa
— which is Santo Domingo, and San Ildefonso. These six tribes are members of the Galisteo
Basin Archaeological Sites Committee, and they learned this morning about your public
hearing concerning this proposed development. Knowing that Santa Fe County takes its
commitment to its tribal partners very seriously they would like to ask that you table the
current agenda item so that they will have an opportunity to participate in the master planning
process for this. Their reason for requesting this is there is an ethnographic study currently
underway in the Galisteo Basin which is bringing to light some very important data about the
archaeological sites there and the direct historical and cultural connections between the living
tribes and the sites.

So there’s every reason to believe we know that there’s some important sites on the
Boys & Girls Ranch property and we believe that information will come to light concerning
the tribal connections with those.

[ think that most of you already know that I’m also a professional archaeologist in this
area so I’ll just briefly set aside this statement and just speak as a professional for myself and
indicate that as we’re working in the basin we’re beginning to learn very acutely, very
definitively that we’re able to find connections in the material archaeological record between
existing tribes and these sites. So we have a couple of avenues of investigation that we’re
able to follow. One is the scholarly archaeological avenue and the other being the oral history
and the cultural knowledge of our tribes.

So with that I’ll just say that these six tribes would respectfully request that they
continue to be involved in the master planning process for this proposed development. I ask
that because so much more information needs to come forth that the item be tabled for
tonight. Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN MONTOY A: Before moving any further, what —

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOY A: Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: I'd like to continue hearing the case.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Mr. Chair, I think that the people who’ve
come from far away deserve to be heard, so [ think we should hear the testimony.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Next please. Thank you, Rebecca.

[Previously sworn, Carol McManus testified as follows:]

CAROL MCMANUS: Hi, Commissioners. My name is Carol McManus and I
live at 61 Living Water Road in Edgewood. Actually Cedar Grove. I’m hear to address my
community’s concerns with the archaeological findings at the Boys and Girls Ranch,
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although you’ve already heard quite a bit. Commissioners, this is just so the audience knows
where I’'m coming from. Commissioners, as you are aware both Cedar Grove and the Boys
and Girls Ranch properties are located within an archaeological district as designated on code
map 34. Because of this and as required by code an initial archaeological survey was
conducted by the Boys and Girls Ranch and by Consensus Planning on 300 acres of buildable
land in March through May of 2009.

This survey, as conducted by now resulted in, as you know, the identification of 31
archaeological sites and 77 occurrences. We know from this that that property up there is not
only beautiful but it’s historically rich and active. As you are also aware, the CDRC approved
Boys and Girls Ranch for master plan on February 18" of this year, stating that the
application was in compliance with the County Land and Development Code. SHPO
completed their review of the initial archaeological survey and reported this back to you on
March 12", a full month after the master plan was approved by the CDRC.

Their review found that the initial survey and report was not complete, had several
site descriptions missing, and they were unable to determine the eligibility of 28 of the 31
archaeological sites based on this report. They also could not make management
recommendations based on this report.

Commissioners, it is in the interest of our community to protect these sites. It is also
our interest. It is also the position of the Cedar Grove community that this zoning change and
master plan approval be denied at this time for the following reasons. First, a complete and
accurate survey and report was not submitted to the CDRC in February as required by code. |
know that Noud did submit or they did submit the initial archaeological survey and report,
but clearly this report was not complete and many of the records were missing as indicated in
SHPO’s review.

Although the CDRC approved the master plan without a complete and accurate
archaeological report I don’t see how this application could be in compliance with the special
review requirements established for archaeological districts in the code. I also don’t see how
the CDRC could act in its discretionary role in deciding whether the treatment plan was
appropriate because quite frankly there is no treatment plan beyond protective easements,
whatever those may be.

The second major reason this application should be denied at this time is that the true
overall archaeological significance has not been determined. As I just stated, the initial
archaeological survey and report is incomplete and lacking. In addition the initial survey was
limited. It only covered 32 percent of the entire property. Determination of the true
archaeological significance of this property is important. Commissioners, I think this is
important to state this. The Ranches have stated many times in the past and they did tonight
that they would be good stewards of the archaeological sites. And I want you to know that I
and my community believe them. I have no doubt that they would do a good job. However,
the larger question for my community is this: How do you know what you’re supposed to be
protecting if you don’t know what you’re protecting?

Certainly, without a complete and accurate initial archaeological survey you wouldn’t
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know enough about the sites to protect them properly and you wouldn’t know which methods
to use. One thing for sure — and I’m almost to the end — one thing for sure is if this project
gets built on South Mountain the archaeological resources up there will be impacted because,
for example because they are not protected. Many, many of the isolated occurrences will be
destroyed. This is a given. You all have the map. Take a look. We have a good example of it.

In contrary to what we would want to believe and hope for the archaeological sites on
the Ranches’ property will be directly and indirectly impacted by this project. It’s a given.
This would be unavoidable. These impacts would be unavoidable given the amount of
grading you would need to build facilities of this scale. And the example, excuse me, the
effects of the long-term use of the property will impact these sites. So Commissioners, for
these reasons, an incomplete archaeological survey and report, the lack of determination of
the archaeological significance for this property, and the obvious future impacts that will
occur on these sites, this application should be denied until a complete and accurate
reconnaissance survey and report is done. This should have occurred prior to the CDRC. It
did not occur and it’s the right thing to do. Thank you.

[Previously sworn, Jim Lahti testified as follows]
JIM LAHTI: My name is Jim Lahti, 155 Vista Sierra in Cedar Grove.
Contrary to what everyone from the Ranches carries on about, it is not about the children, the
Ranches’ property or any of that. It’s really about the water, water for all of us who live there
and we are acutely aware of the need to protect it. The State of New Mexico feels that way
too or there would not be an office for ground water protection or a pollution protection
office and many other offices that deal with our very precious and vulnerable water.

[’m sure the Commissioners are acutely aware of the nitrate problem on Highway 14
north of Cedar Crest and the development doesn’t slow in that area due to that nitrate
infiltration into the groundwater. Some of the things that we have mentioned here is that we
are the stewards of the environment. We are and have to because the state’s job is not always
done the way it’s suppose to be to protect that groundwater. Some of us have been proved
wrong because of the nitrates that have occurred on Highway 14 and there’s a chance of
redemption now to prevent the same thing from happening to the entire Estancia Basin.

While those that oppose the Ranches, we have many different personal reasons one
thing that unites all of us is the protection of the water. We’re here and united and resolute in
our quest to do so. We will fight to protect that resource to the bitter end because without our
water it will be in the end. The vulnerability of the aquifer has been known for a long time
and decisions that the Board has made reflect that knowledge. The Ranches have decided that
they have great plans to treat their wastewater and they have already eliminated a couple of
them and we’ll talk about those. They have a recirculation sand filter system and we’ve spent
a lot of time talking with the state water boards and environmental protection and none of the
systems that they’re proposing would be compliant with state codes to the size of the facility
that they’re planning to build. The systems that they’re planning require substantial testing
and monitoring and there is no fail safe system built into any of them. The state, in my
discussions with them, has stressed that it would require a fail-safe system to prevent the
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nitrates and the contaminations from coming into the groundwater and aquifer system and a
failure of any of these systems would be inevitable consequence that the groundwater would
be affected. So the basic consumption of the water and the output of the water is going to
have an effect on the entire Estancia Basin. And unlike building a house of a small business
in the area they don’t have to have a general discharge permit until they go for the planning
following the zoning. I think it’s putting the cart before the horse to do something like that
and I think that should have an approved state groundwater protection plan in place, some
thing that they know is going to work to protect the groundwater before the zoning is granted.
If for some reason you grant the zoning approval for this and they raise their money and
funds and all of a sudden they’re up against a road block and they have based their entire
fund raising campaign on being able to build something that they would not be able to build
because they wouldn’t be able to provide proper sanitation facilities to prevent the problem of
infiltrating into the aquifer.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay and —

MR. LAHTI: Should something like that happen and the groundwater is
contaminated it will be a permanent contamination and as you all well know there is nothing
that can be done with the nitrates once they get into the groundwater and that too would be
Alice King’s legacy: the entire Estancia Basin would be contaminated for all time because
they don’t have proper discharge planning or sewage protection. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay, thank you, Jim. For those coming up we
have heard that density is an issue, water is an issue, wastewater is an issue, archaeology and
compatible use. Please keep your comments to something other than those statements and
comments that have already been made.

Yes, next please. But ma’am you’ve been given the opportunity to speak and we’d
like to hear from the other folks as well.

NANCY BURTON: I just have to say that I’m here to speak on the issue of
traffic and I’m here as a substitute because the person that was going to talk on it is suffering
from ghiardia and gallstones and may be having to go to surgery so if you’ll let me speak on
his behalf.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: You’ve already spoken on the traffic as part of
your report.

MS. BURTON: No, this is different. This is different.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay.

MS. BURTON: All I talked about before was the increase in traffic. This
traffic issue is another example of how the Ranches have not taken the needs of the
community to heart and minimized the actual situation and are trying to get by with minimal
effort.

I don’t understand why Commissioner Anaya left. He is our — we are his constituents.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Mr. Chair, I would like to point out to the
audience that we have been here all day so we do need restroom breaks and we do need to
attend to family matters occasionally. It’s not a matter of disrespect so we ask for your
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respect as well.
MS. BURTON: Okay. Ididn’t understand that.

The Ranches owe the residents more than minimal efforts. We have three examples
to illustrate what I’ve just brought up in that they’re doing minimal effort. First, the only
traffic analysis that has been made available is grossly flawed. The data collection was done
on one day and that makes the study statistically unusable. 1t did not include which is stated
in this report, it did not include the amount of construction vehicles, delivery vehicles,
visitors, fund raisers or any other activities therefore it has grossly underestimated the traffic
on County Road 22.

Second the traffic analysis wrongly concludes that the northbound lane on 344 needs
a left turn lane. Even given their low estimate, unrealistic estimate, 16 less left turns per hour
the New Mexico Department of Transportation manual requires a left turn deceleration lane
in phase one. Now it’s unfortunate that the NMDOT missed that in reviewing the report but
that’s the case.

Third the plan is for a gravel road now I understand there is a new condition which we
weren’t made aware of so I don’t know what that new condition is but the Ranches have
refused to acknowledge in our meetings with them that the dust or noise on County Road 22
would be a problem. And unlike the representatives of the Ranches who have not lived there
and have not experienced these disturbances the residents knows that the dust, noise and the
road is a problem even with the very minimal traffic that’s on there right now. So working
through the projects the traffic could be as bad as one vehicle every minute on that gravel
road and this will create not just bad but an unhealthy situation for the residents.

The examples that I’ve just presented demonstrated that the Ranches have not taken
the needs of the community to heart. They have minimized the actual situation. Their report
is wrong and they’re trying to get by with minimal effort. The County and the Ranches owe
the residents more than minimal effort and until the County and the Ranches can prove that
they will maintain our quality of life, you, our commissioners, should disapprove this rezone
request.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Next please.
[Previously sworn, Melissa Snyder testified as follows]
MELISSA SNYDER: My name is Melissa Snyder and [ live at 29 Vista
Sierra, Edgewood, New Mexico. Chairman, Commissioners, [ won’t take time reading a
statement because I did that last time and 1 don’t feel it was very effective. I will say that 1
won’t take much time but I won’t apologize for the time I am taking because we’ve been here
several times and waited to speak with you and have you hear us.

I would like to point a few of the discrepancies and speak to some of the issues that
Ms. Marcotte has told you. They are taking into consideration the habitable buildings. They
are considering 45 not inhabited — that cows and horses will inhabit that and both put on and
need as much water if not more than people. So [ believe it isn’t fair to discount that
habitation. Again, [ believe that this is an attempt to minimize the impact that their facility
would have on our community.
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The sand filtration may be a good idea and may not be but if you pass the zoning, if
you pass the rezoning and it’s found not to be a good idea and they cannot come up with a
feasible wastewater treatment plan the damage will have been done. That area will have been
rezoned and there’s not much we can do about it after that.

You can 4-H barns right in front of an Office Depot that doesn’t make it rural. You
can put cows there and it doesn’t make it rural. The traffic they have, the water usage they,
the wastewater they have is more compatible with commercial use than with residential.
There are parents visiting all the time. There are social workers, psychiatrists visiting all the
time. There are fundraisers. There are more people than they are accounting for to tell you
about that will have an impact on our community and to let you know the reception that
we’re getting is when we come with concerns such as the noise we’re not given an answer as
to how possibly they could mitigate that we’re told shame on us, we don’t enjoy the laughter
of children. This is our answer to many of our concerns and all I would say is if the waste
water contaminates the water in that area it’s not only contaminated for us but for the
children as well.

We have been up here many times. I will say that I am disappointed that you were
unable to make it to our area to see what we are talking but | hope you will consider what we
are saying. Thank you for your time.

[Previously sworn, Benny Snyder testified as follows]

BENNY SNYDER: My name is Benny Snyder and I live at 29 Vista Sierra in
Edgewood which is Cedar Grove. We’ve come to your Commission and we have talked
about technical aspects and when we bring a technical aspect to other Ranches people and the
Marcotte organization the answers we get are that we’re just trying to do this for children.
That doesn’t answer technical questions. We have engineering questions that we ask about
and we get the same racist type response which says we’re trying to create a protective
atmosphere for the children. If you notice when we come to you folks we talk about very
pointed, pertinent, important problems that this entire project has and not once have you
heard anyone say anything about the kids. Because we want the kids to have a good thing.
We really, really do. And it doesn’t work that way because when you’re trying to sell a
refrigerator to an Eskimo the first thing you do is, boy, is you make that refrigerator look as
good as it possibly can and unfortunately that’s what we have here.

We’re not getting good answers to very, very crucial important questions. And they
are questions that are really coming from us as a community and we’d like it to be coming
from the Commissioners to question this project and its feasibility and how applicable it is to
a residential area. And I look at what the people have done here and we’ve got 10 or 12
people representing the Ranches that are pushing this project really strong and I appreciate
their position. We’ve got signatures of 240 people that are saying this is not a good thing.
Now, I believe we live in a democracy. We’ve got 12 votes that say this is a real cool thing
to do. We’ve got 230 or 240 people who are saying no, it’s not. So it seems to me to be
pretty straight forward to me that you’ve got a significant opposition and not only is it just an
emotional thing in the case either side of the situation quite honestly but you’ve got
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significantly technical problems that the answers have not come forward to. So we really
need to take a look this. It’s a democracy. You’ve got a ton of people that are voting against
this thing and only a very, very small minority that is pushing it. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you. Next please.

[Previously sworn, Kenneth Burton testified as follows]

KENNETH BURTON: My name is Kenneth Burton. I reside at 1141 State
Road 344, Cedar Grove. As you requested I have written notes and I’'m going to have to
throw most of them away because many items have been covered. So what [ would like to
present is that we have a major problem with the Ranches that is an ongoing problem that the
meeting that we had which supposedly was going to resolve some of this, it did absolutely
nothing because no discussion was allowed that let us pursue questions that we really had. It
was pro forma. The problem that we have is first of all there is a master plan that has a great
deal of information in it and then there are statements that are made by Ranches’
representatives/personnel. They do not jibe. The statements tend to very strongly minimize
the impacts that we would experience and several of those have been touched on. The
problem is that as a group we are very frustrated with the treatment that we’ve gotten. We do
not trust the Ranches right now to be honest with us. We don’t know how you can trust them
but we don’t and that’s a pretty universal across the people that [ know, we don’t trust. It’s a
tragedy that it occurred that way. It started with misidentifying the people who would be
impacted. Those of us who would be impacted were not included in what they were doing
except for maybe knowing that the property had been sold and we have some of the Kings to
thank for that.

I don’t know how this is going to turn out here but I do know what the feeling in the
area is going to be and it is not going to be that we’re glad to see you, Ranches organization,
in our area. That’s — because of that, because of that, either this needs to be tabled again so
that something can happen that will smooth things over or it needs to be turned down which
many of us really believe because, because they do not fit in our neighborhood and they are
not a community service for us. The scariest thing in the world is that they are community
service bringing in massive transportation for many people, for many events, that’s the worst
that can happen and that is not a community service for us.

So we strongly encourage you to not approve their request.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay, thank you, Kenneth. Next please.

[Previously sworn Sheila O’Keeffe testified as follows]

SHEILA O’KEEFFE: My name is Sheila O’Keeffe and I live at 3 Valle de
Rael in Edgewood which is part of the Cedar Grove community. I’m here and I guess I want
to present a little bit different view. I’ve been a new resident here in New Mexico and I’m
trying to educate myself about how things are run here and I’ve been attending some of these
Santa Fe land planning programs that have been going on recently and one of the biggest
concerns that I’m hearing is water, conserve water. Also, that the residents of a community is
only using about 10 percent of the water. Well, if you’ve ever lived in a house with teenagers
you know they’re in that shower shampooing and using water constantly. And, [ guess | want
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to present to you also that it seems to me that I’m getting the impression from attending these

various meetings that the people who have the most input are politically connected and also

have vested interests in this development and water in this area.

If I’'m asked to conserve my water I expect the rest of the Santa Fe area to do so and to

also take into account — I’'m a retired nurse and I live on a fixed income. I don’t want to see

my taxes go up to support an endeavor that the Ranches may pursue and not to be able to

follow through. And 1 also don’t want to see them to break their word and say that they’re

going to do this and they’re going to do that. I think that you as the community and ¢
commissioners that represent us in Santa Fe need to realize that we live in a different area. il
It’s very rural. You’re living in the city and you’re representing the city folks. When I :
moved from the city to come out to the rural beauty, the quietness and to be able to live on a B
fixed income and I don’t see that that’s going to happen. I think our taxes are going to go up ¢
and I think a lot of these children will need to have good supervision and I keep Alice and
Bruce King’s name invoked. Ididn’t know them, from what I have read they seem to have
been wonderful people but you know the people are making a profit from what the Kings &5
have sold to other individuals and I also heard and saw that water rights were going to be Lo
provided by the Kings to the Ranches and they didn’t do that in the development that they a1
sold private lands to — I have a problem with that. I can’t speak for anyone else all I’m doing g
is speaking for myself. I certainly hope that that mural up there does show that there is
justice for all in this state and not just the politically connected. Thank you very much and I
appreciate your time and attention.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you, Sheila. Next please.
[Previously sworn, Margie Krebbs testified as follows]
MARGIE KREBBS: Hi. My name is Margie Krebbs. I live at 65 North

Mountain Road, Cedar Grove. [ want to talk about a couple of thing with South Mountain.

We’ve been out there for 25 years and it’s a very fragile environment. When we first moved

out there was illegal grazing. There was illegal hunting and since that time the wildlife has

come back. We have bear. We have lion but we also have people that are pushing that

envelope and they’re 4-H and they let their animals run loose. And three years ago two

mountain lions were killed in South Mountain. We don’t need a huge development that is

going to push our wildlife. We have beautiful little foxes. We have different species of deer

and it is the end of a wildlife corridor that goes all the way up the Ortiz Mountains and it is

the edge of the grasslands too. And those grasslands won’t survive with a huge facility like

this. I’m not a wildlife expert but I am a civil engineer and I understand erosion. A couple of

years ago Living Water Road was paved and already there are huge bar ditches that have been

carved out. The pavement is falling into the bar ditches. It is very, very fragile terrain. It

cannot handle hard packed surfaces with — it will be a horrible stress on this land. Just to the

west of the proposed development there’s an arroyo and when we first moved out there it was

about four feet deep. It’s closer to 15 feet deep now. It’s just very, very fragile precious land.

We don’t need a huge development out there whether the Ranches are stewards are not this

mountain cannot handle this type of traffic. Thank you.
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CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay, thank you, Margie. Next please.
[Duly sworn, Roger Taylor testified as follows]

ROGER TAYLOR: Roger Taylor, 54 Camino Los Angelitos, Galisteo, New
Mexico. Good evening, Commissioners. I think some of you will remember me, I’'m on the
Board of the Galisteo Community Association. I think there’s a couple of things that I would
like to say. Number one, the Galisteo Community Association is in support of the South
Mountain Area Association in their concerns. Number two, as I’'m sitting here listening I’'m
hearing a lot of the same things that we brought up as concerns, the Galisteo citizens, about
the Saddleback subdivision exception I’m hearing a lot more complications and a lot more
variables. We know what happened with Saddleback: with Saddleback basically we
presented our issues and our concerns and I understand the Commissioners felt that under the
County Code that they were restricted with what they could do and what they could not do.
There was an opportunity to table but it was not taken and, of course, as you know, we are
now appealing that and that is in court. Our attorney is actually preparing an injunction at
this time as an additional component.

[ think as I listen to this one of the things that [ would encourage you to think about is
if you still feel constrained because of the current code conditions you aren’t hearing a lot of
concern that it doesn’t look like the Ranches have even met or made an effort to interact with
these citizens to try and resolve.

So whether you feel you cannot table it you can certainly, if you’re going to go ahead
and approve it, you can certainly put a lot of conditions on it based on what you’re hearing
tonight but I would encourage you to maybe consider tabling it until the Ranches sit down
with these folks and try and work it out and then come back to you with a more complete
presentation. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you. Next please. Would anyone else like
to speak? [Ms. Burton returned to the podium] Ma’am, we’re going to allow the people who
haven’t spoke to speak and then we’re going to move on.

[Previously sworn, Rita Loy Simmons testified as follows]

RITA LOY SIMMONS: Rita Loy Simmons, 294 Broken Arrow Tralil,
Edgewood, New Mexico. These are a couple of things that [ would like to address. There
was some about the contamination, nitrate contamination, on Highway 14 in the Cedar Crest
area. That is not in the Estancia Basin. It’s in the Sandia Basin which is several miles away.

And, yes, that’s true they were allowed very small lots with a very shallow water table. The
water that will be coming to the Ranches will be coming in the same system that most of the
lovely people that live in Tierra Encantada Subdivision get their water — it’ll be the same
source. The King family did develop that subdivision too. The paving came really quite late.
It’s one of the few subdivisions fortunate enough to have paving. I don’t think the subdivider
was required to pave that. I think it was County funding.

[Audience disturbance disagreeing with Ms. Loy Simmons’ comments. ]

MS. LOY SIMMONS: The road leading to that subdivision is paved.

[Audience disturbance continues. ]
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CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Please, if you would please allow the individual
to speak I would really appreciate it. Otherwise, I will ask you to leave.

MS. LOY SIMMONS: Thank you. I’'m sorry I have 71 years of memory and
I would love to be given the benefit of it. ’ve made a living as a realtor and also a water
provider and I have no financial interest in the water that will be furnished to the Ranches —
there was a note in our paper that said that, but I have no financial interest. I have no
financial interest in the Ranches themselves and I’m speaking as a private citizen.

We’ve watched our country change over the years. People move out there to get away
from it all and then they’re surprised that they find they did. We have very few paved
subdivisions. Most of our roads in southern Santa Fe County are dirt, some of them actually
County maintained but not all of the.

I’ve watched people come and buy what they could afford and take emotional
possession of all they survey. Ladies and gentlemen — I’m sorry Commissioners, | forget
myself — there is a balance. I too understand the fragile nature of nature itself. When a
hailstorm comes water runs, it runs everywhere and it causes flooding in many different
ways. That’s not necessarily an act of human nature. The wildlife that we cherish, I love to
see the deer come and steal my apples and I don’t shoot them because I treasure the deer.
However, I have a right to those apples too.

I was speaking with a gentleman last night who used to go to some of the fundraisers
for the Ranch, they were golf tournaments, and he said they had an opportunity to interact
with some of the young people that the Ranches have been able to help along the way. It
grieves me when vilification of good people and good work boils down to criteria so minute
as to boggle my mind.

I do appreciate this moment and I want to thank you for letting me speak in favor of
the Ranches.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay, next please. Seeing none, this public
hearing is closed. Are there any questions from the Commission?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Yes, Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Were you going to allow the Ranches to rebut
some of the issues if they want?

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Yes, sure.

MS. MARCOTTE: Thank you, Mr. Chair, Commissioners. I would like to
just clarify a couple of things I’m not going to go through the long list, I took five pages of
notes but I won’t go through all of those for you.

In terms of the Ranches’ presence in Santa Fe County, the Lamy Girls Ranch was in
operation for 18 years. We’ve consolidated the operation onto the Boys Ranch property
currently to save money because they’re trying to raise money to consolidate both the Boys
and Girls Ranches onto this property back up into Santa Fe County. I think it was Ms. Burton
who said that there’s really no need, no use, no purpose for it being in Santa Fe County that
would go against 18 years of history in this county. She also said that this project would
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obliterate the view of the mountains, that’s her quote, and | think we’ve clearly demonstrated
is not true. The school building is large because it includes administration, counseling, an
auditorium, meeting space, a gymnasium and the swimming pool which would be an indoor
pool because of the climate in the area. And that’s why that building is so large is that it
includes all those purposes in one place.

We’re also trying to be an energy efficient campus and so rather than heating and
cooling a lot of separate standalone building, we’re trying to put all the multipurpose £y
buildings together for that reason. '

The questions about the archaeology study, you know, the development plan is where
the full archaeological study is required by code. They keep saying prior that it’s required by
code and it is required by code for the development plan not necessarily at zoning. And I’d 54
like to just read a quick statement from our archaeologist who is working on a project out of <
town and was not able to be here, but he sent me a note today and he just said, concerns about £
the archaeology are a Catch-22. The report is not complete; however, the locations of the i
sites were well established with generous buffers. The location data was used to design the
master plan and as [ understand it all the eligible sites are to be avoided. Completion of the
report is awaiting the acceptance of the master plan — this is the Catch-22. Once the master NY
plan is approved then specific information for any site potentially to be affected can and will bh
be gathered, appropriate easements will be established as well as a management plan for each ’
site. In a lot of ways, the cart is before the horse. Often an archaeological survey is
commissioned after development of the master plan. In this case it was done in order to
develop the plan. The information necessary for the plan is available once the master plan is
accepted, specific treatment plans and recommendations for the site will be generated and
used to finalize the report.

So it is going to be completed in its proper time and I think that’s what a lot of these
comments relate back to. Hypothesizing that our wastewater treatment plan will fail and
contaminate the basin and will end up being Alice King’s legacy by contaminating the whole
basin is just a crazy claim because it hasn’t even been designed yet and when it does get
designed in the proper time at the right part of the process it has to be approved by the
County and the Environment Department. [t can’t just be put out there as some sort of willy-
nilly idea.

With regard to the six tribes, we’re very respectful of the tribal issues that have been
raised and are interested in ethnographic study that they are conducting in the basin. And
would suggest that our professional archaeologist who is working on creating a management
plan for these sites work with their tribal archaeologist on that ethnographic study so that
those can be coordinated. Again, I don’t think that is a reason to table or stop the master plan
zoning because those studies have to be done prior to development plan. We know that and
we will do those prior to development plan. So I think that’s just a timing issue.

With regard to the traffic count being done wrong and that they’re grossly flawed: the
traffic study was scoped with the County and the DOT. It was done using the proper
methodology. We will have to make improvements at each phase as a result of those studies.
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With regard to not answering technical questions and not dealing with requirements,
the Ranches have hired experts, technical experts for every single technical issue that has
been raised or is required by the County as part of their Code. The neighbors are trying to
undermine those answers or don’t like those answers in some cases, but it’s not that the
answers haven’t been provided. The technical studies have been provided. They have been
submitted and they have been deemed to be complete.

I think really in a lot of ways a lot of the testimony is sort of a classic not in my
backyard approach and even if you use that approach with 201 kinds of signatures it’s still a
not in my backyard approach. Everyone in the East Mountains wants to be the last person to
move there. When Tierra Encantada was set up, that subdivision where many of these
opponents now live, there was opposition to that subdivision being developed from the rest of
Cedar Grove when that came through. Now that they’re here they would to shut the door
behind them and I think it’s just — ’ve been working on projects in the East Mountain area
for the last 25 years and I see it every time that it’s too fragile, it can’t support anybody — it
supports them, it supports their subdivision but it can’t support anybody else. And I think it’s
just an attempt to shut the door behind yourself.

With regard to the gentleman from Galisteo who believes that we haven’t interacted
with the citizens and with regard to the person who said that no discussion was allowed at our
meeting, [ would really take exception with that. After you gave us that condition in April, in
May we hired a neutral facilitator, who is Rosemary Romero, who none of us had met but she
1s a trained public facilitator and she conducted the meeting. There was a two-hour meeting
and there was a lot of discussion, a lot of Q and A. The statement that no discussion was
allowed is really ludicrous; that was the point of the meeting. We had it in Edgewood for the
convenience of the opponents because they demanded it be in Edgewood and so we provided
that meeting space and a facilitator to do it and so I just don’t understand that.

With regard to the not interacting with the citizens, we have greatly exceeded the
requirements for public notification and public hearings. We have tried to work things out.
We have sent early notice. We have replied to all the technical questions. In return, I would
say we have been threatened. I have been directly physically threatened. No compromises
have been proposed just continual accusations and attempts to stop the project.

It is a tragedy that there isn’t a better dialogue. It is a tragedy and I agree with the
person that it’s a tragedy that we weren’t able to communicate better and get on the same
page with this group of people but I think that the position has just been to stop it at all cost
and do whatever it takes to try and stop it so it’s not a dialogue. It’s just not a dialogue.

[ don’t think the project needs to be tabled longer. We’ve been at this since last
September. It’s been in process for 10 months. There’s been a lot of notification and there’s
been a lot of meetings. There has been a lot of tabling of the request already. The Ranches
really need to get a master plan and zoning approval in order to go on to the next step, to
design the development plan, to do fund raising for the campus. They cannot get fundraising
from donors for a new campus if they don’t have an approved master plan and zoning for the
campus because there’s no way to know that they’d be able to build it there. So we really

LM
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need to move forward and we would respectfully request that you do so.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you, Karen. Now this public hearing is
closed. Commissioner Holian.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Mr. Chair, [ would like to move that we go into
executive session to deliberate on this case.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Second.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: I have a motion by Commissioner Holian to do
into executive session to deliberate on this case with a second by Commissioner Anaya. Roll
call.

Upon roll call vote with Commissioners Stefanics, Holian, Anaya, Vigil and
Montoya voting in the affirmative, the Commission met in executive session from 7:50 —
8:05.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: May we have a motion.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: I move that we come out of executive
session pursuant the Open Meetings Act, Section 2-10-15-1 H.3 which allows deliberations
by a public body in connection with an administrative adjudicatory proceeding.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Second.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: We have a motion by Commissioner Stefanics
and second by Commissioner Holian.

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Holian.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. First of all I would like
to say that I think that the Boys and Girls Ranch is a very worthy project but it is crucial for
them to have the support of the community. And, I really, really believe that there is common
ground here and I believe that both sides need to work harder together with a plan that people
for the most part, at least for the majority of the people feel comfortable with.

So, I am moving to table this case and I would like to say to the Boys and Girls Ranch
people that you need to bring people in on the planning of the master plan. You also need to
bring in the New Mexico Tribal Government in the planning stages. I also am saying to the
neighboring residents that actually this development has many, many advantages over land
being chopped up into numerous blocks that have no dedicated open space, no protection for
the arch sites and that has fragmented habitat for the wildlife. So it is really in your best
interest as well to really work with the Ranches’ people to try and come up with a plan with
everybody can live with.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: I'll second it.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Before I accept a second, is there anyone who
would like to say anything else? Commissioner Stefanics?
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COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I believe that this
isn’t a situation where everybody just gets to say no over and over again. We requested the
last time this was heard that there be a facilitated meeting and why that facilitation didn’t
bring something different forward, I don’t know why, but I think that the directions at this
point are pretty clear. There is an expectation — anyone who buys 1,000 acres of land is going
to be to do something with it and you’re not going to get to say no every time. We’ve gone
through this with several other picces of property that we haven’t always liked what was
going to be on it. But when somebody buys the land and they meet the requirements they’re
going to get to do something with it.

[ am in full support of the motion, thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I want to thank you all
for coming and expressing your concern. I too tend to agree with the Commissioners that
have spoke before me that we need to work together. Iam fully in support of the Ranches
being there. [ heard testimony about major unresolved issues, well, there’s a lot of major
unresolved issues because this is the beginning of the plan and those issues will be addressed.

It did not meet the County Code, no, it met the County Code. In my opinion they followed
everything that the County asked them to do and I thank you for doing that.

I was kind of disappointed in the community because I asked them if I needed to go
down there and speak with you all and you said no. You turned me down and you did it in an
email. Youdidn’t call. You turned me down and I said okay, I won’t go then.

[ think that this area where it is being proposed, it is in a rural setting and it sits in a
good place because it’s close to Edgewood, it’s close to Albuquerque, it’s close to Santa Fe
and I think it’s a nice place for the kids to learn things.

We talked about the arc sites and I think it’s important that you work with the tribal
governments. And [ think that there are arc sites on your private individual properties and
maybe we need to get the pueblos involved in your property too, if you want to be fair about
1t.

Staff didn’t they say they were going to work with pathways for the wildlife corridor
or is that not a requirement?

MS. COBAU: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Anaya, I believe that they said they
would look at that. This evening they said that were willing to look at that. They thought
that the Wildland Urban Interface Code required that they do it but that is a fire requirement;
however, they did state, if | am not mistaken, that they were willing to look at that.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Okay, thank you. I feel strongly in support of
this project and I don’t want to hear the same things I heard in a month. I’d like to see some
communication, some suggestions, something, not just, no, not in my backyard. And, I
offered to go down there, take my horse ride the property and you all said no. So, Mr. Chair,
thank you and I do agree with the motion to table for a month to negotiate and maybe come
up with some sort of suggestions. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Vigil.
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COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you, Mr. Chair. 1 was particularly
convinced when the recommendation came before us to include the tribal government review
having been a part of the legislative process in our last session when a law was enacted that
allowed for tribal review for developments that impacted them particularly, I think, in the
area of archaeology. [ have a really overriding concern about this particular case and that is
that even if this case is denied tonight that property has been purchased, donated, whatever its
current status is and something is going to happen on this property. Whatever it is you all
have to be neighbors to this property. There has to be a neighborhood response because this
is about your neighborhood and your future. I have to add that I am not convinced that the
community definition does not fit this project because if I was I would have to say that every
state project does not fit community definition.

I think that this motion needs to move forward and this commumty needs to step up to
the plate, recognize that there’s a future for this area and help be a part of it. Thank you, Mr.
Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you, Commissioner Vigil. And I just want
to say that I concur with all of the comments that have been made as well. I think it is vitally
important that we just received this and you haven’t had a chance to see it, anyone here in the
audience, from the tribal governments requesting that they be made a part of any proposed
developed. Itis alaw: it is a state law that tribal governments be notified. This is keeping in
compliance with that law so that they have the opportunity to provide any feedback and
review that they may have in terms of any development that occurs on any property and this
is throughout the State of New Mexico.

I support the motion also for that reason and ask that the Ranches contact the Galisteo
Basin Archaeological Site Committee for which the pueblos that are on there that were
mentioned earlier are represented.

We have a motion by Commissioner Holian and a second by Commissioner Vigil for
tabling.

The motion to table passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: The motion carries, 5-0 and it will be for the
period of one month.
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XV. A. 4. CDRC CASFE #S 08-5210 Sandstone Pines Estates Preliminary and
i . Anasazi MV JV LLC, applicant,

Melvin Varela, Agent, request preliminary and final plat and
development plan approval for a 12-lot residential subdivision on
42.99 acres. The property is located in Glorieta, North of I-25, South
of State Road 50, within Sections 1 and 2, Township 15 North, Range
11 East (Commission District 4)

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Vicki, before you get started I just want to have a
full disclosure here that I am the CEO of Hands Across Cultures Corporation. [ have, 1
believe, an individual who may testify tonight, Rosanna Vazquez, who is on that board who
is not paid by Hands Across Cultures. She is a volunteer on that board and provides legal
consultation for the organization. I just wanted to put that up front.

MS. LUCERO: Thank you Mr. Chair. On April 13, 2010, the BCC heard this
case. The decision of the BCC was to table this request with direction that the applicant
address drainage issues, perform a pump test and monitor neighboring wells, and identify
what kind of water treatment systems are available to treat total dissolved solids and what
this would do to water availability.

After discussing the idea of the pump test with the applicant and the County
Hydrologist it was determined that a pump test would not provide data to determine how the
neighboring wells would be impacted by this development. The applicants have stated that
they are in compliance with the regulations and requirements as stated in the County Land
Development Code and are not in agreement with having to conduct additional testing.

Since the April BCC meeting, staff has also obtained information from neighbors in

opposition to the development as presented by Steve Finch of John Shomaker & Associates Inc.

at the April BCC meeting. The County Hydrologist has evaluated this information and states
that JSAI has presented no information that raised concerns regarding water availability for this
development, therefore the staff opinion has not changed.

Recommendation: Staff finds the proposed subdivision to be in compliance with Article
V, Section 5.3 Preliminary Plat Procedures, Article V, Section 5.4 Final Plat Procedures, and
Article V, Section 7 Development Plan Requirements of the Land Development Code.

Therefore, staff recommends Preliminary and Final Plat and Development Plan
approval subject to the following conditions — Mr. Chair, may I enter those conditions into the
record.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Yes, Please
[The conditions are as follows]

1. Compliance with applicable review comments from the following:

a. State Engineer

b. State Environment Department

C. State Department of Transportation
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10.

11.

12.

County Water Resources Specialist

County Public Works

County Fire Marshal

County Building and Development Services Division

Santa Fe Public School District

State Historic Preservation Office

Rural Addressing

County Affordable Housing Administrator

The final development plan and plat must be recorded with the County Clerk’s office.
All redlines will be addressed, original redlines will be returned with final plans.

The development shall comply with the water harvesting requirements of Ordinance
2003-6. A rainwater-harvesting plan will be required from individual lot owner upon
application for a building permit. This requirement must be included in the Subdivision
Disclosure Statement and restrictive covenants, and noted on the Final Plat.

A liquid waste permit must be obtained from the Environment Department for the
proposed septic systems prior to issuance of building permits; this requirement must be
included in the Subdivision Disclosure Statement and noted on the Plat.

The applicant must record water restrictive covenants simultaneously with the Plat
imposing 0.25-acre feet per lot per year. Water meters must be installed to each lot at
the time of development and meter readings must be submitted to the Land Use
Administrator annually by January 3 1" of each year.

The applicant shall provide a Vegetation Management Plan to be reviewed and
approved by the County Fire Marshal and must be recorded with the Final Development
Plan and referenced on the final plat.

A location for a future cluster mailbox area to serve the Apache Springs Subdivision
and other areas must be provided. This pullout shall meet the minimum specifications
for mailbox pullouts set forth by the NMDOT. The pullout driving surface shall be a
minimum of 6” of aggregate base course, and adequate drainage must be provided. The
detail of this location shall be included in the Final Development Plan, and additional
right-of-way as required indicated on the Final Plat.

The applicant shall submit a financial guarantee, as required by Article V, Section 9.9 of
the Code, in a sufficient amount to assure completion of all required improvements.
The financial guarantee shall be based on a county approved engineering cost estimate
for the completion of required improvements as approved by staff prior to Final Plat
recordation. All improvements shall be installed and ready for acceptance within
eighteen months of recordation.

The applicant will be required to provide a Landscaping Plan for revegetation of
disturbed areas, prior to Final Plat recordation.

All utilities shall be underground. This shall be noted on the plat, covenants and
disclosure statement.

The standard County water restrictions, final homeowner’s documents, and disclosure

=l SR <
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statement must be recorded with the final plat.

13. Any subdivision signage will require a Sign Permit, and all signage must meet the
requirements of the Code.

14.  Driveways shall not exceed 11% grade.

15. A 30,000-gallon water storage tank will be required for fire protection.

16. Sprinkler systems will be required in each residence per the Urban Wildland Interface

Code.

17. Water contaminants exceeding Secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels (SMCL) shall
be noted in the disclosure statement along with the contaminant level, the SMCL of the
contaminant, adverse effects for domestic water use and recommended treatment to
reduce the contaminant level to or below the SMCL.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Any questions for staff? Commissioner Holian.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Was any research done
on the water treatment system? I didn’t see anything about that in my packet.

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Holian, actually we did do some
research and I’ve got a handout here. [Exhibit 10]

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Where is this from? _

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, that’s the research that was done by Laurie Trevizo
and myself. We worked together to obtain this information.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Did our hydrologist get engaged in this at all?

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Vigil, it was primarily myself and
Laurie Trevizo that worked on this.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Karen, you’re here; do you have any concerns on
this?

KAREN TORRES (County Hydrologist): Good evening, Commissioners. Idid
not do the research on this. I was aware of the concern though from Commissioner Holian.
When Land Use asked me to look at this I was hoping to look at a specific treatment system that
as proposed by the developer because there are a wide range of treatment systems and so it’s
really kind of an unknown. If we know exactly what they’re proposing then I can respond
succinctly to this Board. This is sort of a general overview — at least from my scanning of it.

For the particulars of the water treatment that they are proposing I would defer to the
applicant on that.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Okay, thanks.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay, any other questions for staff. If the applicant
would come forward.

ROSANNA VAZQUEZ: Good evening. My name is Rosanna Vazquez and I
am here with our hydrologist and two of the owners of the property. I’d like to give a little bit
more information about what transpired over the last couple of months.

When we were asked, Commissioner Holian, to do a few of the things we sat down with
county staff and legal to see exactly what we could do to provide more information for you with

! ol
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regard to your concerns. Staff met alone without us and discussed several options. It was at
that meeting, it was relayed to me, that at that meeting when I spoke to Karen that an additional
pump test wouldn’t provide any additional information that wasn’t already before this Board.
And so we explored some options as to what other information we could gather for you to make
you more comfortable about that there was sufficient water underground.

One of the requests that was asked of us by Karen was to look into the possibility of
doing a spinner test. Now a spinner test — the best way for me to describe is for me to show you
basically because I researched it. It’s this little thing that goes into the shaft of the well and it
spins. As it spins and the water comes in to the shaft of the well it measures how much water is
coming in from every perforated area.

In looking at them however, and I spoke to Karen Torres about this, they’re really used
for commercial wells. They’re used for wells that produce 250 gpm not residential wells. So
there were a couple of problems with that and 1 spoke to Karen and I spoke legal about it as
well. One the problem was that they cost about $60,000. Two, they’re made for commercial
wells and the shaft in a commercial well is going to be much wider than the shaft would be for a
residential well. And, the third problem with it was that the spinner goes so fast as it comes
down because it is used to measure large quantities of water coming in that it would not
necessarily measure smaller, slower amounts of water that were coming in from different
stratas. So that’s really primarily why they’re not used for residential use. I provided all this
information to legal on the research that I had done on-line and discussed that with them. The
last problem with the spinner test was not just the cost but the fact that there’s only one
company in Farmington that does it and they weren’t even looking at being able to set a time for
us sometime in August and we’d have to call them back to see when it was they could do it.
They were not recommending it because they didn’t even think that the spinner could get into
the shaft of the well.

So when that information was obtained it was my understanding that what staff was
going to do was to really ask the hydrologist who was hired by the neighbor to address
specifically what his concerns were and [ believe that that was done. We were requested to
table to get that additional information and we did agree with that tabling in order to have that
information brought in so the hydrologist could evaluate it. And that’s been done and I believe
that there is a staff report from Karen and a response from our hydrologist as well in regards to
their comments.

With the issue to water treatment: [ want to make clear to you right now that the water
budget currently, and as approved by the hydrologist for Santa Fe County, already includes 5
gallons per day for elimination for treated water. So that’s already been minused out of water
budget and the water budget still meets County Code. The reason that different treatments
weren’t really looked at is because it’s not really required. What is required under the code is
that there be a disclosure with regards to this issue and I do think that there needs to be an
additional condition of approval on this development that requires that we work with the
hydrologist on same language to be added to the disclosure that would specifically address the
issue of disclosing the — water solids in the water. But I would like to recommend a condition
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on that as well.

With regard to the terrain management issue that were raised, Commissioner, the
fundamental problem that we have with that is that the issues that were discussed are not on our
property and [ was asked to have neighborhood meetings and that neighbor was invited to such
neighborhood meetings. That neighbor never picked up his certified mailings and Vicki has
those that were never picked up and it was very difficult for us to address any concern when we
couldn’t get people to come to the meetings. Actually nobody came to two neighborhood
meetings that [ sent information for.

With regard to the code, however, simply put under terrain management, the code
requires us to keep the water if it’s on our property on our property somehow. We’ve met that
requirement and we will continue to do so on this subdivision. I don’t know specifically how it
is that this property affected the neighbor. The neighbor made some statements that if you go
out to the property you can see that there’s drainage problems throughout the area. But our job
is to meet the code on terrain management and staft has reviewed our plans and has put
conditions in approval with regards to that and we are going to move forward with that.

[ want to talk a little bit about just what these property owners have done to this point. |
have been doing this work for 15 years. I have been working in the County and as a consultant
for 15 years and when this case came in three years ago we were asked to redo a geohydro and it
was done. We were asked to evaluate another well and it was done. This development went to
CDRC four different times and we were asked to go back to CDRC and we did so. We were
asked to have additional neighborhood meetings and we did so. We were asked to do two
additional water quality tests that go beyond the code and we did so. BCC has wanted three
things from us this last time and we’ve tried to address them with staff. We’ve tried to come up
with answers for you to make your concerns with regards to water a little bit more put at ease.

This is a 12-lot subdivision: 12 lot subdivision in Pecos. It is owned by two local
members of Santa Fe County who have tried to address the Code. And, earlier in the last
hearing there was some comment made that there was favoritism played to politicians or
favoritism at play and it has been my experience in the last 15 years that every development that
we have brought through here, we have been asked to meet the Code and they’ve met it.

We’ve often been asked to go beyond the Code and we do it. I believe that the code is the
equalizing point for everybody: property owners, politicians, neighbors, for everybody. And
this property and this development meets.

[ would ask you to approve this case. We would like to recommend a condition of
approval on the disclosure statement with regards to the treatment of the water. The Code is
universal and it applies and it has been met on this case and I would ask for your approval on
this and I stand for any questions that you might have. If they’re specific with regards to water,
we do have a hydrologist here and I would point you to the June 1 1" letter from Ms. Karen
Torres addressing Finch’s issues with respect to the subdivision.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay, questions for the applicant. Okay, thank
you. This is a public hearing: if there is anyone who would like to speak on the case please
come forward and be sworn in.
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[Duly sworn, Andy Dalmy testified as follows]
ANDY DALMY: Mr. Chair, Commissioners, my name is Andy Dalmy I live at

15 Smiley Moon Lane, my property abuts the proposed subdivision. You probably know me,
I’ve been here many times. I once again respectfully request that this be denied. As Vicki
Lucero said, this body directed the applicant to redo pump tests and to monitor neighboring
wells during the pump test. That’s what they were directed to do. The reason it was directed
was that historically this thing goes back to 2004 whatever you call it, Anasazi, King’s Mill -
the name on the top doesn’t change the hydrology on the bottom. Historically, even the County
hydrologist Steven Wust agreed with my hydrologist Steven Finch and according to the Santa
Fe Land Development Code under Section 6.4.2E, “hydrological reports should present all
hydrological information pertinent to the study area including that available from past
hydrological studies. ..all source information should be identified ...” There are other
requirements like proof of 100 year availability. It mentions the analysis shall take into account
the production of existing wells. In reading the summary from Vicki Lucero it seems that the
hydrologist determined — with the applicant’s hydrologist, it was determined that a pump test
would not provide data to determine how neighboring wells would be impacted by this
development. Well, you do a leak down test on the neighboring wells. You don’t put a spinner
in the well you’re testing: you test neighboring wells. This was a directive from this
Commission and it goes on to state that, “if the applicants have stated they are in compliance
with the regulations and requirements and are not in agreement with having to conduct
additional testing.” This is a case of the tail wagging the dog. This was a directive from this
Commission and they did not do it. They totally ignored it and I don’t understand why staff still
supports this.

Secondly, we were directed [ believe to cooperate with staff and my hydrologist, Steve
Finch, in fact, sent documentation and letter of concerns which to date has not been addressed.
He never got a response. Unfortunately, he couldn’t get here today. He’s just getting back from
vacation today and truth be told, [ almost didn’t come myself. I didn’t know about it because no
one contacted me about monitoring my well so I figured that they’re not doing the monitoring
then they’re not ready to go yet. They don’t have any new information. I barely made it. 1 only
found out yesterday that the meeting was going to be here. Steve Finch couldn’t have been here
anyway because he’s on vacation. But the — one thing that he did tell me in talking to him on the
phone that it is his opinion that the hydrological report does not meet requirements under
section 6.4.5 and 6.4.2. And, once again to reiterate his point and the point of Steven Wust I
would like to read this letter from Steve Finch: “I’ve reviewed all the available hydrological
data and the information related to the proposed Sandstone Pine Estates Subdivision. The
aquifer beneath the proposed Sandstone Pine Estates Subdivision primarily consists of
sandstone lenses encased in mudstone. Only the sandstone lenses contain ground water and
they make up a small fraction of the aquifer volume in a limited extent. Wells completed in this
sandstone lenses will not support long-term water availability or multiple houses. In addition,
wells complicated in the same sandstone lenses will likely impact each other and this is why the
area was designed as homestead hydrologic zone years ago. They calculated water availability
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for the proposed Sandstone Pine Estates Subdivision uses the geological load from one well and
the pumping test results from another well, although County regulations allow for mixed
matching data this type of analysis as resulted in erroneous and optimistic assessments of water
availability to the proposed Sandstone Pine Estates Subdivision.”

In addition and as we brought up the last meeting that I was here, one of these wells is
300 feet from my well and what am I going to do? If my hydrologist is right and the water isn’t
there, I’'m going to suffer and the 12 lots that are going to be put in there are going to suffer as
are the four that are already there. It’s really the bottom line is that the applicant did not meet
the directive of the Commission and they have given us no new data. They actually are relying
on data that that we say is in disagreement with my hydrologist and so where are we? There’s
nothing new to make an evaluation on. The directive was to bring some new information: there
is no new information.

[ respectfully submit once again that this application be denied and at the very least, the
very least, tabled because my hydrologist can’t be here to possibly illustrate if any technical data
comes up that [ can’t respond to because [ have no expertise. At least table it f r that reason.
This thing has been denied by CDRC three times and by the Commission once. There is some
question, there has to be some question for these bodies to have denied this thing so many
times. Iask you once again to please deny it.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you. Next please.

[Duly sworn, David Hannah testified as follows:]

DAVID HANNAH: Commissioners, my name is David Hannah. I’'m a
neighbor of the property about % of a mile away. I’ve sent you a couple of letters over the last
several years and I’ve been here a couple of times. [ won’t reread my letters, I’'m sure you
remember them.

I’m concerned about my well it’s only 212 feet deep. I understand that that’s now
considered a shallow well | was told by the hydrologist of this applicant that probably I should
just drill a deeper well if I’'m so concerned: I don’t think so. I think 212 feet deep should be
okay. Last time I been here I was concerned about the water quality because [ was told of
uranium in my neighbor’s well. My quality has gone down. [ have taken whatever steps I can
to limit the amount of water I use on my 20 acres. And I’m concerned that this development
will add to the problem.

This isn’t a new project as Andy had mentioned. We dealt with this in 2004 when it
was a 19-lot proposal. The Commission turned it down and gave them four lots. This piece of
acreage is the fifth lot. These folks bought it and are now trying to take another stab at the apple.
They hadn’t made it as quickly as they thought. I'm sorry they had to do all the work but to me
if you’ve been turned down previously that should be it. The developer at that time had that
extra 40 some odd acres and should have left it at that. _

[’m also surprised that the applicant hasn’t proposed to use the East Glorieta Mutual
Domestic Water Consumer Association whose members abut this property to the west. I know
those folks pretty well and in conversation they say they are afraid of their well they don’t want
these new guys to come in and they’re very concerned about the quality. But if there was so
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much water there why aren’t we recommending that they tap into the East Glorieta Mutual
Domestic Water Consumer Association. '

I’ll leave it at that. It’s been a long evening. Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you, David. Next please. Seeing no one
else. \

MS. VAZQUEZ: May I rebut?

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Sure, and they we’ll close the public hearing.

MS. VAZQUEZ: I want to point out a couple of things. There wasn’t a
disregard of the request by the Board of County Commissioners, on the contrary what was done
was to actually sit down with staff and figure out how it is that we could provide more
information for you. The problem is that there have been two pump tests done already on this
property. There was actually an additional well drilled because of the concern on this. An 800-
foot well was drilled in addition which went beyond the Code requirements in order to provide
more information. The concern was that an additional pump test and it was raised by County
staff it would not bring you any additional information and because of the cost quite frankly my
clients really wanted to get some assurance from the County that it was going to assist them in
providing you more information than had already been provided and that was not the result of
the meeting with County staff. So I don’t want there to be left a feeling that we weren’t trying
to do what was asked of us. In fact, on the contrary, I believe the three years of this application
these owners have done exactly what you have requested of them.

There’s been a lot of discussion with regard to Dr. Wust, in fact, the staff report and the
attachments go back to the previous case. This is not the previous case. But since it has been
raised and since there has been made a statement that Dr. Wust completely agreed with Mr.
Finch, I need to put on the record that that is not the case. Dr. Wust averaged — the average lot
size on the old well, not the new well that was drilled for this case, at 4.1 acres. If you do Mr.
Finch’s calculations with regard to water availability it actually comes out to 71.43 acres per lot
— so there is a disagreement right there. And I want it to be clear in the record that one, there
wasn’t complete agreement and two we are talking about a completely different subdivision and
a completely different well that was tested.

[ want to summarize and put into the record as well the staff comments with regards to
Dr. Finch’s statement; first, what staff analyzed was that the — Dr. Finch alleged that there was
an inappropriate reduction to the water column. County staff reviewed it and said that the
reduction was appropriate and that it met the Code. Dr. Finch said that the reliability factor was
not — well, that should be a .5 and County staff no, that the Code says 1.0 is appropriate and
that’s what was used and there was no basis to reduce it and it was not allowed by Code. Three,
there was no data submitted by Dr. Finch to reduce the recovery potential from a .8 to a .5 due
to incomplete recovery. So that analysis that Dr. Finch made with regards to the recovery of
that well is not appropriate because he did not provide any additional information from which
the hydrologist could review and do an analysis of. In fact, what the hydrologist did find is that
within — it gained six feet at the end of the pump test and within five days it had fully recovered
and that meets Code.
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With regard to the concern that Dr. Finch raised and the neighbors raised with regards to
the Madera Formation. What our — your hydrologist did was look at OSC well locations and
took a look at the locations in the Madera Formation. Found wells that were completely drilled
only in the Madera and found that those wells had water. Therefore, your hydrologist assessed
that it was a viable aquifer in this area.

The last point that Dr. Finch raised in his letter and has raised through this meeting is
that the water table range was someplace between 50 and 70 feet. [ don’t understand hydrology
a lot but what I understand from Karen’s report is that you don’t take a look at the surface land.

You take a look at an even point and you measure down. What he found was that the average
depth is actually 20 feet in all of the wells in the area. And, so, it was fine, and the water did
exist there. There was no concern regarding water availability that was addressed by Dr. Finch
whatsoever in his report and the hydrologist and County staff have not found any concern with
regard to water availability.

The last thing [ want to put on the record, Commissioners, is that we do have a
conditional approval that the applicants are in agreement with and I don’t believe that there has
ever been any conversation about the shallowness of any wells in the area and I just want to
make that clear for our hydrologist. I stand for questions.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Any questions for the applicant? Thank you.
Questions, deliberation.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Holian.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: I have a question for staff. How much does a
pump test cost and how do you monitor neighboring wells when you do a pump test?

MS. TORRES: Thank you, Chair Montoya and Commissioner Holian, a pump
test, it depends on who does it, my guess is about $3,000 to $5,000. I will defer to the
applicant’s hydrologist — it’s a little bit more but it depends on who you use. If you are
monitoring the nearby well generally you put in a pressure transducer which is a long cord and
it just measures pressure changes and you can set the recording to be at whatever interval you
want it to be. :

But I want to clarify one single point that it really wasn’t my opinion that a pump test of
this well would not provide any additional data. I felt there was a better way to look at this.
When I was listening to the testimony and trying to glean out what the issues were, it seems that
impairment to the neighboring well was the issue. You can do a pump test and you can get
more data from that and you can use a nearby well as a monitoring well but that doesn’t really
give you an idea of whether you will have impairment in time because if you monitor a nearby
well and there’s no response in that well it doesn’t mean that with time and with pumping that
you won’t have impairment. So that kind of is my point on that. We have some okay data in
the area that gives us some perimeter of the aquifer so then you use that information to then
make estimates or predictions of what will happen in the future. So —and Shelley didn’t get
into the Land Use staff report but really the second sentence of my recommendation was that it
might be more valuable to actually do an analysis of impairment to the other wells and utilizing

or
il
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a well-thought out standardized methodology that’s been adopted by the state to see if
impairment could be an issue.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Karen, would you do that with modeling? How
do you that impairment study?

MS. TORRES: Absolutely, absolutely. I would probably just use a [inaudible]
solver. If this was done to look at the contribution of the wells pumping in this area and from
the pumping of the applicant wells it wouldn’t be too much further to do that analysis. It
wouldn’t be a huge stress on staff or on I believe the applicant’s hydrologist. But I do think it is
something that could be accomplished with condition. If we look at a criteria and something
doesn’t look okay, then you’d have to figure out what else to do. But I would have to also put
on the record that the County Code -- we have no jurisdiction over impairment issues. We have
no Code requirement that you have to not impact someone else’s well. This would be more of
an exercise to allay fears.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: And can you actually do the modeling so that
you can really say 100 years out whether you’re going to have impairment?

MS. TORRES: Well, you do the best you can with limited data. We don’t have
all the answer but if you use conservative perimeters and when you run it, this Theis model if
you try and put in appropriate boundaries for faults and things like that it’s probably over
conservative. So it’s probably going to be — because really when you run this simulation it
presumes the well is pumping all the time, 24 hours a day. In real life that doesn’t happen: the
wells pump for a few hours and then they rest. It may be over conservative to protect the
resource and protect other well owners.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Thank you, Karen. Can [ ask the applicant a
question, Mr. Chair?

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Sure.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: I'd like to ask Mr. Dalmy would that —
performing that calculation help allay your fear?

MR. DALMY: AsIsaid, I have no technical expertise in this and I’'m not sure I
understand what she was even saying. [ base my opinion on two other hydrologists who totally
agreed with the County that the pump tests were inadequate, the data was not evaluated
correctly and the truth is that in beginning Dr. Wust was for the project. Then after looking at in
depth and with all the data that was collected, the historical data, hydrological studies from even
40 to 50 years ago that the water is not there. It’s not that it’s not there, it’s that they can’t say it
is. It needs to be proven, I think. We’re talking about families who live in this area and if you
can’t prove it why take a chance, it doesn’t make sense. What’s going to happen if we run out
of water? What’s going to happen? Do we move?

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Stefanics and then Commissioner
Vigil.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Thank you, Mr. Chair. When was the last
pump test done? Can staff answer that?
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MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Stefanics, I have to check my
records. I don’t have that available.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Are we talking about recently? A couple of
years ago?

MS. LUCERO: Probably, yes, within the last two years.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Okay, but not within the past six months?
Okay, so I’'m hearing somebody saying it was done this year.

MS. LUCERO: Commissioner Stefanics, I’'m just conferrmg with the applicant.

I do not have that data directly in front of me.

COMMIISSIONER STEFANICS: My other question while you’re looking and
this is for the applicant. What remedy would the applicant have for loss of water to the houses
that are built there are to the adjoining neighbors? Let’s say the developers and the owners built
the houses and then in five or ten years there was no water; what remedy would they have?

MS. VAZQUEZ: The owners would probably have to drill another well. But,
Commissioner Stefanics, that’s precisely why the pump tests are required. It’s precisely why
the State Engineer reviews impairment issues. That’s precisely why all of that is done.

I’m a little disconcerted that neighbors can get up and make allegations about other
hydrologists making statements when there’s no data for it.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Well, thank you, we weren’t talking about
other hydrologist. My comment, Mr. Chair and Commissioners, is that the neighbors have a
valid concern about loss of water and they are looking to be reassured. We thought that we
asked for something that would reassure them or let them know about the level of water not
being affected, with a pump test and the measurements. So I’m a little concerned that we have
not allayed other property owners. So they would have their own private right to remediation,
I’m supposing, and we don’t have any jurisdiction over what happens to them.

We did ask for some tests to be done to try to give us a clearer answer about this
potential problem. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you, Mr. Chair. We have a new Utilities
Director, Mr. Guerrerortiz, [ don’t mean to put you on the spot but I thought you may want to
weigh in on this with regard to your engineering experience and your limited water experience
which isn’t to say you haven’t had it elsewhere. Could you — do you have a comment on this
case?

PATRICIO GUERRERORTIZ (Utilities Director): Mr. Chair, Commissioner
Vigil, we have had a conversation, Karen Torres and I had a conversation about this case earlier
and she has expressed already the statement that she presented in her discussion. I don’t think I
can give you anything else other than what Commissioner Stefanics was mentioning, in the
event -- how to guarantee the neighbors their impairment will be taken care is a very difficult
question. I don’t think there is an engineering answer alone will address this point. There are
some legalities that will be associated with it and I don’t know if we have any precedent at this
point.
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COMMISSIONER VIGIL: So the impairment issue I suspect that at some level
we have no jurisdiction over because it’s the Office of State Engineer that makes those
decisions. I guess my question Mr. Guerrerortiz is would we be able to as staff to contribute
any additional information to this case that might appease the concerns of the surrounding
residents if we delay a decision?

MR. GUERRERORTIZ: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Vigil, I think that any
scientific procedure that we come up with at this point will require some time. Everything that
we talked about as Karen Torres described are nothing but a model, and estimation or
prediction of what could happen. I don’t think at this point we would have a certain answer as
to what would happen in 40 years of 50 years or 100 years to the surrounding wells even if we
delay the approval of this project at this point. But I think that we could at some point decide
the total water use that this subdivision is going to have may have a certain effect and maybe the
developer is willing to cover for in the future.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: How would that happen? How do you foresee
something like that happening? ,

MR. GUERRERORTIZ: I’'m just thinking out loud — if the developer had the
ability to provide assurance in writing or a contractual commitment to neighbors and perhaps
specify the wells that they are talking about and provide the estimated remedy or a description
of what they would do if the impairment was significant in those wells and in turn the
impairment would have to be defined also through draw-down, flow rate or something to that
effect that could be connected. That’s another thing: it is very difficult to connect it to a specific
event. Impairment of wells could happen over time because of their own wells interaction. It’s
a very difficult thing and I don’t think that there is a simple answer to this one.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you, Mr. Chair, Mr. Guerrerortiz, 1
appreciate it.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay, Commissioner Holian.

MS. VAZQUEZ: I have the answer on the previous question if you’d like it.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay, we’ll let you after. Shelley, go ahead.

MS. COBAU: Mr. Chair, members of the Commission, I think it is important to
reiterate that there is no code requirement that we require an applicant to verify that there is no
impairment to a neighboring well.

"1l just speak from personal experience I had a well up at my house on Star Vista Road
that went dry. The well driller came up and said when was your well drilled and I said in 1949.

And he said I cannot believe you haven’t had to have a new well drllled between now and 1949
because the average lifetime on a well is 30 years.

Our Code doesn’t say anything about making sure our neighbors well is good for the
time period and studying whether we have water for our development. We have tried this
condition before on the Village of Galisteo Basin Preserve where the Galisteans were concerned
of their wells and their aquifer and we were told it was a non-enforceable cond1t10n [just
wanted to call that to your attention.

MS. VAZQUEZ: Mr. Chair and Commissioners, in the staff report that was put
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together by Ms. Laurie Trevizo, January of 2009 [sic], states that additional information on

water availability was provided on the second well in March of 2009. So I do want to reiterate

that there were two test pumps done for this development which goes beyond the Code. OSE
has approved it. Jurisdiction of impairment is an issue of OSE. OSE has made a determination
on this development and they have found it sufficient. The draw-down — with regard to Mr.

Guerrereortiz’ comments the draw-down was actually defined and the parameters and the

modeling was defined and put together by County staff and we did do what we were asked of

and that met the Code. We did calculate water level decline to the property line as required by
the Code after 100 years as well and we met that Code requirement.

The neighbors are concerned but there aren’t really any specifics that they’re g1v1ng you,
Commissioners. Their hydrologist’s statements and concerns were refuted by the County
hydrologist. They are not contesting the model that was used. They are going back to Dr.
Wust’s statement on Kings Mill that were limited to one well, not the second well that was
drilled and was tested.

We would ask that you make a decision with regards to this case tonight and I stand for
any other questions.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you. Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Does staff recommend approval?

MS. COBAU: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Anaya, that’s correct. Land Use staff
has ascertained that it met the requirements of the Code.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr. Chair, I move for approval.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Motion by Commissioner Anaya, with the
conditions?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Conditions.

MS. COBAU Mr. Chair, Commissioner Anaya, the applicant had suggested an

18" condition and we worked i in the audience here and with the applicant, with the County

Hydrologist, to develop that 18" condition. Could we read that into the record before you make

a decision? _

18. The applicant shall develop language to include in the subdivision disclosure statement
that advises each well user that total dissolved solids and other contaminants may
require treatment to drinking water and Code standards. If required, treatment must be
conducted via a method that must be reviewed and approved by the County Hydrologist
prior to development permit issuance. This treatment system design shall include the
requirement for development of an operations and maintenance plan and identify the
costs associated with both the system and the maintenance of that system.

COMMISSIONER ANAY A: Okay.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: That long?

MS. COBAU Sotry.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. So I have a motion with 18 conditions.
COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Yes.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Second for discussion. Okay, no further discussion.
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The motion passed by majority 3-2 voice vote with Commissioners Anaya,
Montoya and Vigil voting in favor and Commissioners Holian and Stefanics voting
against.

XV. A. S. CDRC Case # S (4-5421 Vallecita de Gracia Subdivision. JK? Inc.
(Jim Brown) Applicant, Siebert & Associates, Agent Request a .
Preliminary and Final Plat and Development Plan Amendment to o
the Previously Approved Vallecita de Gracia Subdivision to '
Create 3 Additional Lots in Addition to the Previously Platted 11
Lots for a Total of 14 Lots on 42 Acres. The Property is Located
Along County Road 54, North of the Intersection of County Road b
54 and Paseo de Angel, within Sections 22, 27 and 28, Township 16 Eat
North, Range 8 East (Commission District 3). Vicki Lucero, Case
Manager '

MS. LUCERO: Thank you, Mr. Chair. On June 17, 2010 the CDRC met and
acted on this case. The decision of the CDRC was to recommend approval of the request. On
October 8, 1998 preliminary plat approval was granted for this project by the EZC which
consisted of a 16-lot a 16-lot residential subdivision on 42 acres. On October 14, 1999, a
preliminary plat extension for 12 months was granted by the EZC in accordance with the
Extraterritorial Subdivision regulations.

On June 21, 2000, La Cienega became a Traditional Historic Community and the
Vallecita de Gracia Subdivision being part of this area was no longer under EZ jurisdiction.
On November 14, 2000, the BCC granted a one-year extension of the preliminary plan and
plat. On October 9, 2001 the BCC granted a second one-year extension of the preliminary
plan and plat, which expired on October 8, 2002.

On March 10, 2005, the BCC granted Preliminary and Final Plat and Development
Plan approval for the Vallecita de Gracia Subdivision which consisted of an 11 lot
subdivision. The five additional lots that were part of the original application were not
created at that time due to the lack of an all weather access to those lots.

Since that time the County has constructed an all weather crossing on Paseo de Angel
on the north side of Los Pinos Road. The applicant is now requesting to create three
additional lots that now have all weather access. The applicant is requesting a preliminary
and final plat and development plan amendment to the previously approved Vallecita de
Gracia subdivision to allow the creation of three additional lots for a total of 14 lots.

This application was reviewed for access, terrain management, water, liquid and solid
waste, fire protection and archaeology.

Recommendation: Staff finds the proposed subdivision to be in compliance with
Article V, Section 5.3 (Preliminary Plat Procedures), Article V, Section 5.4 (Final Plat
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Procedures), and Article V, Section 7 (Development Plan Requirements) of the Land
Development Code. Staff recommendation and the decision of the CDRC was to recommend
approval of an amendment to the previously approved preliminary and final plat and
development plan for the Vallecita de Gracia Subdivision to allow the creation of three
additional lots subject to the following condition:
1. All redlines shall be addressed; original redlines shall be returned with final plans.
2. All residences will be required to install automatic fire suppression systems. This will

be noted on the plat.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Any questions of staff? Okay, if the applicant would
please come forward. Do you agree with everything so far? After you get sworn in?

[Duly sworn, Jim Siebert testified as follows:]

JIM SIEBERT: My name is Jim Siebert. My address is 915 Mercer. We do
agree with the conditions and just to give you a little history. Recall in 2005 this case was
tabled and the neighborhood in this case invited Commissioner Anaya to attend the meeting
and I was there as well. The issue didn’t really revolve around the subdivision. It revolved
around the fact that they wanted an all weather crossing to get to their lots. There’s really 55
lots that are served by this particular bridge. It’s taken five years. Commissioner Anaya began
working on it the same year. It’s take five years to accomplish that. So I think with that
background I’ll stand for any questions you have.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Any questions for the applicant? Okay.
This is a public hearing. If anyone would like to speak on this case please come forward.
Okay, this hearing is closed. What’s the wishes of the Board.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Move for approval with conditions.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Second.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Motion by Commissioner Anaya for approval
with conditions. Second by Commissioner Stefanics. Any further discussion?

The motion passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

XVI. ADJOURNMENT

Chairman Montoya declared this meeting adjourned at 9:10 pm.

Approved by: /

Harry Montoya, Chairman
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ATTEST TO:

SANTA FE COUNTY CLE

Reyspectfg_l_ly,submitted:
Karen Farrell, Wordswork
227 E. Palace Avenue
Santa Fe, NM 87501
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The Northern Area Local Workforce Development Board (NALWDB) encompasses over 35,000 square miles of truly
enchanted mountains, valleys, lakes, calderas, and other natural wonders. The NALWDB Service area stretches from the
picturesque northern counties of San Juan, Rio Arriba, Taos and Colfax to the rolling eastern plains of San Miguel and

Mora, and continues southwest to include the mountain regions of Los Alamos, Santa Fe, McKinley and Cibola.

Message from the Chair

My training, education and experience as a certified city planner and community organizer provide
the foundation for developing partnerships with economic development organizations, chambers of com-
merce, and local businesses to ensure sustainable and enhanced opportunities for adults and youth alike.
I enjoy working with the committed members of the Northern Board, community leaders and local or-
ganizations to enhance the collaborative ongoing efforts with public schools and training institutions to
provide growing companies with a prepared workforce. Recently, the Board has been faced with difficult
decisions, as have state and local governments and businesses, as a result of the current national economic
downturn. During these tumultuous economic times it is important to leverage the resources of all our
partners. Therefore, the Board continues to seek creative, innovative and entrepreneurial strategies to ac-
complish its vision, to be the “Labor Market’s Number #1 Choice.”

New Mexicans have always had the kind of spirit that puts one foot in front of the other, takes a
neighbor’s hand, and perseveres through hardship. Working together we can face these latest challenges,
while enhancing education opportunities; and champion small business retention, by offering assistance
through On-the-Job Training (O] Ts) contracts, customized training, and well-trained workers, while at-
tracting new industry to our communities. Only by truly partnering with all community members can
we successfully serve our customers and be our maximum best!

It is a pleasure to provide leadership for the Board, alongside Vice-Chair Sandy Sandoval, who rep-
resents the Commission for the Blind and the privately owned Lazy V Reverse 1 Enterprises. The Board
will continue to create greater pathways to success for job seekers and businesses while secking alternative
funding sources, strengthening current relationships, and forming new partnerships.

I would like to extend a special thank you to staff, contractors and partners, who share and support the

Board’s vision and commitment to our communirties.

(A

Lou Baker

If you plan for a (ifetime... Plant Fducation. NMW@Q
Confucius Chair

If you plan for a year. Plant Rice.
If you plan for a decade.....Plant Trees.




Vision

» The Northern Board will be the labor market’s number

one choice.
Mission

» The mission of the Northern Area Local Workforce
Board is to educate and train our workforce to meet
the changing business and job needs of northern

New Mexico. £
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Goals Iy
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» Meet the needs of job seekers by providing access

ble resources and professional case managementit
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delivery system.

TS AT N

r
=

» Provide ongoing skills assessment, training, coun-
seling, career development and other resources de-
signed to continually improve the skill levels of em-

ployed workers.

» Build foundational skills for youth by provid-
ing skills assessment, life skills training, counsel-
ing, mentoring, educational alternatives and other

available support services.

» Ensure quality assurance measures and continuous
improvement processes to ensure excellence in One
Stop program delivery services for adult, dislocated

worker and youth participants.

» Maintain an efficient administrative structure and
develop a long term strategic plan, while exceeding

federal and state performance requirements.

Rio Grande Gorge near Taos



Pecos Pueblo
The Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (WIA) replaced

the federally funded programs for training New Mexico’s

unemployed and underemployed under the Job Training
Partnership Act (JTPA). The New Mexico legislature passed
the WIA in 1999 in response to federal legislation and subse-
quent mandated changes in the delivery of workforce train-
ing programs and job placements. State law created a State
Workforce Board and four local regional workforce boards
to implement WIA. The Local Boards work in concert with
area Chief Elected Officials (CEOs), who are responsible
for fiscal oversight and board member appointments. To
leverage funding more efficiently and provide New Mexi-
cans with more effective services, 2006 legislation merged
the New Mexico Department of Labor NMDOL) and the
Governor’s Office of Workforce Training and Development
(OWTD) to create the New Mexico Department of Work-
force Solutions (NMDWS).

WIA funding, in partnership with the New Mexico De-
partment of Workforce Solutions, supports a Virtual One
Stop System (VOSS) that is accessible from nearly any loca-
tion in the state through internet access. The Virtual New
Mexico Workforce Connection allows job seekers the op-
portunity to write and submit a resumé, conduct job search-
es and research labor market information. VOSS also gives
employers the opportunity to submit company profiles, post
job openings, search through existing resumés and access

labor information.

Overview

Local Boards, such as the Northern Area Local Workforce
Development Board (NALWDB), according to federal require-
ments, are made up of a minimum of 51% business representa-
tives nominated by business or trade organizations and associa-
tions; individuals who are owners, chief executives or company
decision-making, policy-setting individuals who understand
the employer training needs of local communities. The Board
Chair must be elected from this business cohort.  The  re-
maining percentage of Board members include federally man-

dated representatives from the following organizations:

»  Local Schools

» Post Secondary Education

» Labor Organizations

»> Community Based Organizations,

» Economic Development
As well as a representative from each of the following
state agencies:

» Department of Workforce Solutions

»  Human Services Department

» Division of Vocational Rehabilitation

»>  Adult Basic Education or Literacy (Optional)

»  Older Workers

» Native American Grants

»  Job Corps and

» U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.

To ensure continued success and maintain the capacity
to solicit additional contracts and grants to help meet strate-
gic goals, the NALWDB incorporated as a public, non-profit
corporation. The NALWDB target area encompasses ten (10)
northern counties: Cibola, Colfax, Los Alamos, McKinley,
Mora, Rio Arriba, San Juan, San Miguel, Santa Fe and Taos.

Although the Jicarilla Apache Nation and the Pueblos of
Nambe, Picuris, Pojoaque, San Ildefonso, Ohkay Owingeh,
Santa Clara, Taos and Tesuque, Acoma, Laguna, and Zunj are
sovereign territories with separate WIA funding , the NAL-
WDB collaborates to serve all customers in need of employ-
ment services. The workforce needs and requirements of the
northern area urban and rural employers and job seekers are

diverse and complex.



Workforce client groups include Adult and Dislocat-
ed Workers who are unemployed or underemployed, and
both In and Out of School Youth. Youth participants must
meet income eligibility, skills deficiency and/or other bar-
riers to employment to receive services. A large number of
customers live in rural areas, not easily accessible for train-
ing programs or employment opportunities.

Adult and Youth Service Providers have designed meth-
ods to meet the varied needs of the population through a
myriad of tailored services including those geared to remote
customers such as electronic training, access to transporta-
tion, community support, and partnerships with economic
development to increase employment options. The need
for foundational skills such as literacy, English-as-a-Second

Language, basic life and soft skills (work ethics) training has

been an essential factor in developing programs to prepare
individuals in both rural and urban areas to participate in
job training and placement.

Employer demands are continually changing; reshaped by
shifting economic forces and the demand for technologically
skilled laborers. The majority of businesses in the NALWDB
area are small, local owner-operated establishments. Sustain-
ing economic growth hinges on attracting new businesses,
developing products for exportation, encouraging entrepre-
neurial enterprises, supporting local businesses and providing
a skilled, ethical, adaptable, and motivated labor force. The
NALWDB partners with local business owners, Chamber% iff
Commerce, Small Business Development Centers, natioqggl
chains and other economic development groups to promﬁ%e
steady growth in the NAIWDB target area.

AT
SRR AT

+ AFEF ALTagL:

One Stop Career Center Staff Resources

Listed below are the staffing resources currently available ro assist customers ar One Stop Career Centers. This Annual Commumtj g?e-

ST

port reflects data for the time period between July 1, 2008 and June 30, 2009, with the exception of providing the most current resz{zrifce
information available to business and job seeker customers. R
REGION I
San Miguel - Las Vegas One Stop
2 Career Development Specialists
1 Part Time Youth Coordinator
1 Certified Youth Workforce Development Specialist

Santa Fe - Santa Fe One Stop
1 Business Consultant
2 Career Development Specialists

1 Site Manager

Mora (Itinerate)
1 Career Development Specialist (From the Las Vegas Office)

Rio Arriba - Espafiola One Stop
1 Career Development Specialist

Colfax - Raton One Stop
1 Adult and Youth Career Development Specialist

1aos - 1aos One Stop

2 Career Development Specialists

Los Alamos (Itinerate)
1 Career Development Specialist (From the Espariola Office)

REGION I
McKinley - Gallup One Stop

1 Site Manager

San Juan - Farmington One Stop
1 Regional/SiteManager
2 Career Development Specialists 1 Senior Career Development Specialist

1 Business Consultant

Cibola - Grants (Itinerate)
1 Career Development Specialist (From the Gallup Office)
—5—



One Stop Career Centers

Adult and Dislocated Worker Service Provider

SER Jobs for Progress, Inc., an innovator in providing youth and
adult basic education services and other job ready training, was contract-
ed to deliver services at the One Stop Career Centers in the Northern
Region. Early successes in operating One Stop Centers with cost-effective
business applications, customized client services, and a deep appreciation
of the advantages of local control and community ownership provided
SER a model for effective One Stop service delivery. One Stop Career
Centers offer a broad scope of options and resources for job seekers and
employers.

Services provided by SER in Program Year 2008 included One Stop
Management, Gateways to Success, Career Guidance, Case Management,
Training Coordination, Follow-up Services, and an array of Business Ser-
vices, such as area economic information, business needs assessment, and
access to on-line resumés, On-The-Job employment contracts and regis-
tration on the Virtual Workforce System to increase business visibility.

To provide the most effective accessibility for residents One Stop Ca-
reer Centers are locared in each county's largest city or town. In addition,
many training programs are offered electronically to participants in remote
locations, with additional guidance and preparation in securing home-
based or entrepreneurial employment.

Job Seeker Services

Pre-employment and job placement activities may include:

»  Skills assessment

»  Interest and aptitude testing

»  Career planning and development

»  Counseling

»  Labor market information

»  Job search

»» Education and training through public and private institutions
» Work experience opportunities

On-the-Job and apprenticeship training
> Referrals to agencies offering other training and/or support services
»  Follow-up services
In addition, the One Stop Career Center provides:

»  Accessibility to computer resources

»  Employability workshops

»  Job Fairs

»  Local, Regional and National job listings

»  Assistance in filing Unemployment Insurance claims;

»  And accommodations for special populations including
individuals with disabilities and/or basic skills deficiencies,
as well as veterans and older workers.

Business Services

Services available to employers include:

> Access to on-line resumés, comprehensive employee

candidare search
»  Job posting
»  Human Resource Management assistance
»  Workshops and Job Fairs
»  Subsidized On the Job Training (O] T)

»  Labor Market and Economic information

»  Business profiling

> Workplace environment assessments

»  Customized and incumbent worker training

» Job retention assistance

»  Employment incentives and tax credits

Assessing and meeting the needs of employers is critical to community
stainability, participant program success and achieving federally mandated
performance standards. SER works closely with community leaders, educa-
tional institutions, business organizations and economic development enti-
ties to guarantee that training will support future employment opportuni-
ties in the northern area.

Partner Services

The task of co-locating the Northern Area One Stop Service Provider
and the Department of Workforce Solutions (DWS) saw final resolution
in Program Year 2008. The move allows customers to seek services for
Wagner Peyser and WIA acitivies and some of the required agency part-
ners in one location.

Shrinking federal dollars, funding rescissions and the desire to pro-
vide more accessible services to businesses customers and job seekers con-
tinues to lead to a more efficient and effective workforce system.

The One Stop Career Centers, on behalf of the NALWDB, coor-
dinates services with New Mexico partner agencies, private businesses,
and government agencies such as NM Job Corps, Department of Work-
force Solutions, Human Services, Division of Vocational Rehabiliration,
County Housing Authorities, Temporary Assistance to Needy Families,
Economic Development businesses, the Public Education Department,
Commission for the Blind, Aging and Long Term Care Department,
along with Community Colleges, public and private training institutions,
as well as local employers and Community and Faith-Based Service Pro-

viders.
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New Mexico Eligible Training Providers

The NALWDB, in conjunction with the three
other New Mexico Local Regional Boards in the Cen-
tral, East, and Southwest areas, and overseen by the
NMDWS, approves and maintains a list of Statewide
Eligible Training Providers (ETPL). Applications to pro-
vide training services and programs may be completed at:
bttp.‘//zmvw.jofws.smr& mnus - Conracr: S05/986-0363 x8
Eligible providers include post-secondary education institu-
tions that are eligible for federal funds and provide a program(s)
that leads to an associate and/or baccalaureate degree, certifi-

cate and/or credential; or entities that carry out national Ap-

prenticeship Programs; and other public or private providers

of career training programs. Approved training programs
focus on occupations in demand (1.2% or greater annual
growth rate) determined by NMDWS statistical projections
(wrww. laserstate.son.us) and include occupational certifica-
tions, credentials and short term degrees such as commercial
driving licensure, nursing and other health occupations, com-
puter, and business and management skills. In addition, to
ensure that local businesses have access to well-trained person-
nel, the NMDWS Occupations in Demand requirements for
ETPL approval, may be adjusted to meet specific local area

employment needs.
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Customer Service Tool

The State of New Mexico and the Local Workforce Boards purchased an Electronic Data Base for the purpose of providing more
effective, efficient service to workforce customers. The system maintains the customer data base for the New Mexico Department of
Workforce Solutions (NMDWS), including all individuals registered for Unemployment Benefits and Job Search, in addition to the
Workforce Investment Act (WIA) registered users receiving additional workforce services such as career assessments, career guidance
and counseling, support services, as well as job specific training. The database also allows Employers the opportunity to explore Labor
Market Information, post jobs and search through resumés for employees.

This multi-million dollar tool is also an extremely valuable resource for virtually every customer group and/or type. The system is
known as the Virtual One Stop System or more affectionately - VOSS.

The NALWDB virtual tool has something for everyone, whether you are an older worker, a life-long learner, a teenager, veteran,
someone with disabilities, college student, job seeker, business owner/operator, want to be a business owner, community volunteer,
or anyone in-between. This Virtual One-Stop System has something for you. There are enough links to resources on this one site to
keep you occupied for, well, perhaps, a lifetime. Need to find a college, money for college, attend free classes, places to volunteer or
how about creating a resumé, developing a budget, or assess your interests and career aptitudes or skills; learn how to present yourself
ata job interview, watch helpful career videos. Well, this is the place for you.

Virtual One Stop System (VOSS)
Www.jobs.state.nm.us-.

It’s free and easy to register, just go to the Homepage from any computer. The system will ask for a Username and Password, just
under that request, the statement, “Not Registered? Learn Why! is made. Strange language, but forget the Why and move right into
registration. Follow the directions to Register; there will be a choice of identities, registering as an Individual, a Business or a Provider
(of classroom and ‘Hands On’ training), most people will need to register as an Individual, and Yes ,there is a Spanish version.
Wait! Before you enter the Username and Password you created during registration, check out the “Latest News and Announce-
ments” on the lower left side of the Home page and the “Site Information” just below that. Once you get into the site, the resources
are vast. It is akin to visiting the Grand Canyon. Far from just a connection to workforce activities, it is a portal to just about every
type of resources. Beam Me Up, Scotty. Let’s go for that Ride! Once you sign in: On the far left side of the page, you will see several
menu categories. Scroll down to the Services for Individuals Section and start exploring the Site.

Let’s start at the beginning:.

Career Services: Job Seeker Services:

»  Self Assessments »

»  Aptitude and Interest Surveys

»  Match your skills and Work Values
»  Explore Occupations

»  Information from Other States

»  Labor market information

»  Finding Training

»  Tips for job interviews

Education Services:
Online learning;
»  ALISON and Goodwill Community
»  Foundation Learn
»  Free classes
»  Certifications for Specific Skills

»  Microsoft Program classes

Ten Steps to a New Job

Job Openings

Market Trends

Resumé Builder

Letter Builder

Employers

Employers Posting Jobs

Virtual Recruiter — Schedule Job searches
Colleges and Universities - free or low cost
Online High Schools

K-12 Resources

Microsoft Program Classes

Writing Labs

Budget Courses

Language Resources

Military Opportunities



»

»

»

Customer Sevvice Tool (continued)

Links to financial aid to fund training/education; and

....Don’t forget to register with FASTWEB — the premier
Scholarship Search Engine.

FAFSA Federal Student Aid

College Board (Scholarships and College Search)

Labor Market Services:

Market Profile (Understanding geographic areas)

In Demand Jobs Projections (Next Decade)

Current and Projected Wages for Specific Occupational
Fields

Listings of Employers in Specific Industries
Employment Trends

Unemployment Rates

Community Services:

Programs for anyone in need
Services for the Aging

Services for the Blind

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (Welfare)
Food Stamps

Migrant Worker programs
Housing and Urban Development,
Services for the Disabled
Vocational Rehabilitation
Employer Bonding

Volunteerism

Financial Services:

Planning

Budget classes and instructions

Create a budger

Unemployment Services

Unemployment Benefits and explanation
When and How to File Unemployment

Veteran Services:

Veteran Healch benefits

Home Loans

Compensation

Frequently asked questions
Verteran groups

Milirary Sites

US Department of Veterans Affairs
Prisoners of War (POW),

Tax Benefits

American Vet

Youth Services:

Find a college that’s right for you
Find out where to Shadow a Job
Watch a Career Videos

Military

Job Corps

Americorps

National Guard

Youthbuild

Runaway Hotline

Family and Youth Services Bureau
Where to Volunteer

Senior Services:

»

»

Find a Job/Volunteer
AARP

Health Care/Retirement/Planning;:

Experience
Senior Community Service Employment Program (SCSEP)
Jobs4point0.com

National Older Worker Center

PrimeCB.com

RetiredBrains

RetireeWorkforce.com

Retiremencjobs.com

Senior Job Bank

Senior Service America

Seniors4Hire

Workforce50.com

YourEncore.com

Counseling

Careers at 50+

Service Corps of Retired Executives-SCORE ”‘
Quintessential Careers
WiserWorker.com
Workforce50.com

National Senior Service Corps
CBsalary.com

Social Security Office

Eldercare Locator

Family Caregiver Alliance

Handbook for Long-Distance Caregivers
Medicare Basics

National Family Caregiver Support Program
Estate Planning and Wills

Living Wills and Advance Directives
RetirementLiving.com

Medicare

National Council on Aging

Foster Grandparents

Senior Companions

Services for Emplovers:

Employee recruitment and screening

Posting job openings on Local, State and National websites
Receiving and forwarding applicant Resumés

Customized Employee Training

Pre-screening and referral of qualified job seckers

Tax Credit [nformarion

Labor Marker Information

Labor Law Compliance Informartion

Additional resources on issues that affect employers

Job Seeker Staff Assisted Services:

Career assessments and planning
Needs Assessments

Job Listings

Turorial Programs

Office Support Services

Workshops

Job clubs

Referrals to jobs and other programs
GED preparation
Occupational skills training
Career Counseling
Entrepreneurial training and so much more



~ Northern Arvea Local
Workforce Development Board Members

Robert Anaya, Chair Floyd Archuleta Lou Baker, Vice-Chair
Housing Authority of Santa Fe Amigo Promotions Cal-Metro Electric, Inc.
52 Camino Jacobo 612 Camino Santa Cruz PO Box 4545
Santa Fe, NM 87507 Espafiola, NM 87532 Espafiola, NM 87533
505/992-3060 505/747-1617 505/753-3532
r2a2010@aol.com floydarchulera@windstream.net loubaker@alum. mit.edu

Elva Castill
Field Office Director
US Dept. of HUD
625 Silver ave. S.W. Ste. 100
Albuquerque, NM 87102
505/346-6448
elva.castillo@hud gov

Mary Jean Christensen
Elite Laundry
208 East Highway 66
Gallup, NM 87305
505/863-9543
505/863-8186 (Fax)

elitelaundry@hotmail.com

ETT =

Dennis Cruz

Bennie Coloe
RNSB Inc. UNM-Taos
PO Box 10 115 Civic Plaza Dr.
Pine Hill, NM 87357 Taos, NM 87571
505/775-3256 50517376288
505/285-5434 (Fax) 505/758-5898 (Fax)
bennie@rnsb.k12.nm.us ra5469@unm.edu

Albert Delgado Emerson Farley Star Gonzales
NM Human Service Dept. Four Corners Central Grants/Cibola Counry
POB 430 Labor Council Chamber of Commerce
Bernalillo, NM 87004 PO Box 1157 PO Box 297
5017716331 Fruidand, NM 87417 Grants, NM 87020
50/-867-0358 efarley@apsc.com 505/287-4802
albert.delgado@state.nm.us discover@grants.org

Stephanie Gardwio
Dept. of Vocational
Rehabiliration
435 St. Michaels, Bldg. D
Santa Fe, NM 87505
505/954-8518

stephanie garduno@state.nm.us

Vince Howell
Business Consultant
478 Christine Drive

Las Vegas, NM 87701
505/454-9450
vincehowell@yahoo.com

Sondra Match Harry Montoya
NM State Agency on Aging  Santa Fe Counry Comnuission
2550 Cerrillos Road 169 Camino del Rincon
Santa Fe, NM 87501 Sanra Fe, NM 87506
505/476-4769 505/455-3782

505/827-7414 (Fax) hmontoy@co.santa-fe.us

sondra.match@state.nm.us

Micahel Montoya Jolene Montoya-Nelson Charles Pacheco
Rancho Grande Santa Clara Pueblo NMDOL
Espaniola, NM 8753 POB 580 POB 1928
2401 Calle Alegre Espariola, NM 87532 Albuquerque, NM 87103
Las Vegas, NM 877012 505/753-7326 505/827-7426

505/617-4400

michael. montoyal @hotmail.com

505/753-8988 (Fax)
jolene_montoya@hotmait.com

505/841-8467 (Fax)

charles.pacheco@state.nm.us

Luis Padilla
Padilla Properties
1710 Parkview Drive
Las Vegas, NM 87701
505/425-9307
505/425-52677 (Fax)

luis@helpnm.com

£

Ralph Richard:
Earls
Family Restaurant
PO Box 1208
Gallup, NM 87305
505/863-2481

Ralph@haidernetwo rks.com

Joseph J. Rodman
Jaynes Corporation
2020 Camino de Chavez
Bosque Farms, NM 87068

Dy, Emily Salazar
Albuquerque Job Corps
1500 Indian School Rd NW
Albuquerque, NM 87104

505/604-0570 50/-2224181
505/445-3731 (Fax) 505/243-1026 {Fax)
jrcrown@comaast.net salazar.emily@jobcorps.org

Sandy Sandoval
NM Commission for the
Blind
2905 Rodeo Park Dr.
East Bldg., Ste. 100
Santa Fe, NM 87505
5058274479

sandy.sandoval@stare. nm.us

Patrick Sullivan
Los Alamos Commerce
and Development Corps
190 Central Park Square
PO Box 715
Los Alamos, NM 87544
Patrick@losalamos.org

Lowuise Williams
120 Federal Place
Room 207
Santa Fe, NM 87501

505/827-3565

Louise.williams@state.nm.us

Served in PY 2008— no longer current — Thank You for your Dedication to the Community

Richard Bustos Gilbert Foster
Busco Construction Arizona Public Service Co.
POB 61 POB 355
Mora, NM 87732 Fruitland, NM 87416
505-387-2996 505-860-7397

505-598-8698

Carlos Gonzales, Secretary
Guadalupe Credit Union
833 Rio Vista Street
Sanra Fe, NM 87501
505-982-5771
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Moise Medina
Medina Ranch Enterprises
POB 27
Mora, NM 87732
505-387-2867

Chris Wray
Process Equipment & Service
PO. Box 929
Farmingron, NM 87499
505-327-2222
505-327-7550 (Fax)



Youth Providers

To offset continually decreasing funding and streamline
delivery the NALWDB consolidated the youth service area

into two Regions:

Region I. San Miguel, Mora, and Colfax Counties
Santa Fe, Rio Arriba, Los Alamos, and
Taos Counties

Region I1. San Juan, McKinley, and Cibola

Requests for Funding (REP) were released in 2004
to allow interested youth service providers to submit
service design proposals. Proposals were reviewed and
rated by the NAIWDB Youth Council, with subse-
quent recommendations made to the NAIWDB, re-
sulting in SER becoming a NAIWDB Youth Service
Provider. SER Jobs for Progress, Inc., (SER), a nation-
ally acclaimed organization established in 1988, was
funded to provide youth services in Region I. SER,
an acronym for Service, Employment and Redevelop-
ment, as well as a Spanish verb meaning “to be”, was
created in 1964 as a cooperative venture between the
American G.I. Forum and the League of United Lat-
in American Citizens (LULAC). The continuing mi-
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sion of SER is to enhance the social and economic
status of disadvantaged individuals, with an emphasis
on the Hispanic community. SER was honored by the
2000 White House Initiative on Education of Hispanic
Youth with the “Best Practice Recognition Award”; in
addition SER was the recipient of “The Pifion Award”
in 1998, the “New Mexico Quality Education Award”
in 1995, and the “JTPA Presidential Award” in 1992.

In 1988, shortly after developing a Literacy Initia-
tive, SER Santa Fe created a model program incorpo-
rating community alliances to serve the needs of at-risk
youth. The program emphasizes sequential and relevant
knowledge which supports high school standards, em-
ployability attributes, work maturity skills, ethics and
character building, as well as the life skills determined
to be essential for job success by employers in New
Mexico.

SER Santa Fe served high-risk youth in Colfax, San
Miguel, and Santa Fe counties utilizing their nation-
ally recognized youth model in collaboration with local

community leaders, business members, school district



Youth Providers

administrators and the local WIA One Stop System
to reduce high school drop-out rates and increase stu-
dent achievement.

In addition to providing WIA services to enrolled
participants, SER conducts career development classes
at SER academy, which enable students to explore in-
terest and aptitude testing, career options, computer
skills, resumé writing, job interview skills, and other

employment and education related activities.

Home Education Livelihood Programs (HELP)
was selected to provide services in Cibola, McKinley and
San Juan counties. HELP is a statewide, private non-
profit agency that has been providing adult and youth
job training and educational enhancement services for
over 37 years. HELP was initially established in 1965
as an economic and job development agency during the
“War on Poverty” years. As community needs shifted, so
did the priorities and goals of the agency; however, long-
term, substantive employment has remained a crucial
element of program success. Statistical data garnered
from KIDS COUNT in 1999 indicated that the cul-
turally and economically diverse northern area popula-
tion demonstrated high degrees of unemployment and
school drop-out rates, and high numbers of poverty lev-
els. To address these issues HELP administers numer-
ous federally funded programs such as the First Offender
Program, the Community Services Block Grant, the Mi-
grant and Seasonal Farm Worker Youth Program, a Low
Income Heating and Energy Assistance Program, and
elderly population services, in collaboration with WIA
program initiatives.

In all three counties, HELP partners with the local
government organizations, Rehoboth McKinley Chris-
tian Health Care Services, Inc. and other Health Care
Givers, the Juvenile Probation and Parole Offices, NM
Children Youth and Families Dept., various schools, the
Juvenile Justice Department an other community orga-
nizations to bring comprehensive vision and manage-
ment to youth employment. HELP provides intensive
case management, goal identification and planning for

achievement. The target population focuses on alterna-

tive high school enrollees, dropouts, as well as adjudi-
cated and home-schooled youth.

Individual educational and employment plans
are developed, continuously reviewed and up-
dated. HELP’s approach utilizes technology and
computer-based mastery learning to provide up-
dated, vital job related skills. There are rigorous,
personalized curriculums that include assessment
of job skills and aptitudes, literacy training, tech-
nology and vocational competencies and per-
sonal livelihood and responsibility education.

Comprehensive services include; objective individ-
ual assessments, comprehensive guidance and counsel-
ing, training and educational opportunities, tutoring
and ongoing mentoring, recognition and achievement
incentives, work experience and On-the-Job training,
both subsidized and unsubsidized employment, as well
as leadership, citizenship and community service oppor-
tunities.

Youth workforce initiatives in smaller, underem-
ployed northern areas have encouraged the communi-
ties to embrace the youth workforce as both a current
and a future asset. McKinley and Cibola Counties,
along with several other counties in the northern re-
gion, have suffered depressed economy and slow mov-
ing economic development for several years, well prior
to the economic downturn now affecting the entire
country. Success for youth is dependent on reforming
institutional methodologies providing youth services,
such as schools, juvenile probation, community college
and private businesses. Funding from WIA contin-
ues to enable partnerships and participants to achieve
the systematic reform necessary to create sustainable
changes in attitudes and perceptions of the capabilities
of young citizens and future leaders between the ages
of 14 and 21, creating opportunities for youth in the
workforce and opening dialogues for developing new
strategies, embracing best practices.

Summer Employment helps students develop long-
term positive habits that help them study when they
return to school and give them confidence both in and

out of school.
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Youth Providers
HELP-NM Participants ar ARRA Orientation, Barbeque Lunch and Summer (2009) Job Sites
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Foundations for Success

In an increasingly difficult environment to navigate, filled with rapidly
changing technology, overcrowded schools, economic failings, and social pres-
sures; young people, more than ever, need clear direction, attainable goals and
committed adults to guide their steps. Youth Programs are designed to provide
foundational, developmental and long-term support. An initial objective assess-
ment is utilized to understand the services necessary for lifetime benefits, fol-
lowed by a basic, objective assessment of

the academic and life skills levels, em-

ployability, interests and aptitudes, and
supportive service needs is utilized to
create individual strategies for success.

Youth providers focus on ten (10) criti-
cal elements, organized around three major
themes, in developing and delivering success-

ful youth programs.

Improving educational achievement
» Tutoring, study skills training, and instruction leading to completion of secondary school, including dropout
prevention strategies

> Alternative secondary school services, when appropriate

Preparing for & succeeding in employment
»> Summer employment opportunities linked to academic and occupational training
» Paid and unpaid work experience, internships, job shadowing

»  Occupational skills training

Developing potential as citizens and leaders
»> Leadership development opportunities, including exposure to community and service learning, as well as
team leadership training.
Links to other community support services and referrals
Adult mentoring
Follow-up services for not less than twelve months

Comprehensive guidance and counseling, which may include drug and alcohol abuse counseling, as appropriate

WIA youth programs make a difference in the lives of young citizens and help pave the way for a brighter future for
all Northern New Mexicans.
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Youth Council

Youth Council members are appointed by the NALWWDB and are comprised of members of the Local board
with special interest or expertise in youth policy; representatives of youth service agencies; including juvenile justice
and local law enforcement; representatives of local public housing authorities; parents of WIA eligible youth; other
individuals with experience relating to youth activities, including former participants; a representative from Job
Corps; and any other individuals the chairperson of the local board, in cooperation with the Chief Elected Ofhcials,
determine to be appropriate.

Responsibilities of the Youth Council include developing portions of the local plan relating to youth, as deter-
mined by the chairperson of the Board; recommending eligible providers of youth activities to be awarded grants
or contracts on a competitive basis by the Board to carry out youth activities; and conducting oversight of youth

service providers.
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Post Secondary

Stephanie Garduno Department of Vocational Rehabilitation

Annette Garcia Northern New Mexico Community College

Rita Garcia-McManus Youth Service Provider

Vince Howell ...... Economic Development, NALWD Board member
Carlos Lopez Local Housing Agency

Mike Mier Law Enforcement Agency

Emily Salazar NM Job Corps, NALWDB Member

Sandy Miera Judicial System
Charles Pacheco Department of Workforce Solutions,
NALWD Board member
Athena Sanchez Former Participant
Mary Lou Sanchez Parent of Eligible Participant
Louise Williams Public Education Department, NALWD Board member
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Youth Initiatives

The NALWDB collaborated on two summer
youth projects in Program Year 2008, overlapping
into Program Year 2009. “The American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act“ (ARRA) and the “Youth
Employment Success (YES).

The Yes initiative was a joint effort between the
Northern Board’s contracted Workforce Provider’s
of youth services and the DWS. Youth Service staff
contacted business owners and managers in the ten
northern counties, who enthusiastically responded
with the same commitment to encourage northern
area youth with employment, mentoring, labor mar-
ket information and life skills that has been a part
of the Summer Youth Employment program for the
last four years.

The collaborative effort provides businesses and
youth with opportunities to explore the array of ser-
vices provided by the One Stop operators and Youth
Providers, while developing community relationships.
Most of the participating youth have never held a job
and local business owners/managers make the com-
itment to take the responsibility of training young
employees in building life-long employment skills
such as punctuality, workplace hygiene and lan-
guage, respectful co-worker relationships, personal
responsibility, appropriate attire, as well as employer
specific skills, such as customer service, filing, phone
communication, record keeping, and delivery eti-
quette. In addition, employers are not subsidized
for their dedication, all summer youth receive wages
directly from the employer. The compensation for
employers comes in the form of training a future
local workforce to meet their needs and to create
greater prospects for economic development in New
Mexico. A total of 468 youth between the ages of
14 and 21 completed summer employment oppor-
tunities.

The federally funded ARRA program increased
the eligibility age for WIA funded activities from 21
years of age to 24 years of age, giving Youth Provid-
ers greater flexibility with the targeted population.

All participants completed a work readiness activ-

ity, which included reinforcement of soft skills, such
as those outlined in the YES program, in addition
to a Work Experience activity lasting an average of
3 months for most participants. Employment was
subsidized through the ARRA funding allocated for
workforce activities in early 2009.

Nearly 400 Youth benefited from the work readi-
ness workshops and activities and the supplemenred

summer employment.




Community Collaborations

ARRA funding was also available for Adult and
Dislocated Worker activities. ARRA funds made it pos-
sible to provide pre-employment skills workshops, cus-
tomized training, and supportive services, such as child
care and transportation. Needs-based payments were a
critical element in assisting the increasing numbers of
unemployed individuals. NATWDB Service Providers
focused training on local priority industries including
Health Care, Tourism, Banking, Energy and Green jobs.

Adult and Dislocated ARRA activities are cur-
rently ongoing, with One Stop staff providing career
guidance and counseling for recently unemployed
individuals to assess interests, competencies and
transferable skills. Commercial Drivers License train-
ing, provided by Jaguar Driving School, Luna Com-
munity College and San Juan College in the north-
ern area has helped many people gain new skills and
enter an occupation ‘In Demand’ in the local area.

Clockwise: Steve Valdez, Chuis Gurule, Rudy Carnllo, Larry
Trujillo, Ken Hawkins, Andreas Sanchez, Billy Kavanaugh.

ARRA Funded:
Retrain and Sustain Film Industry Project

Earlier this year Governor Richardson announced
that the New Mexico Film Office was launching a
new program designed to retrain displaced workers
(unemployed carpenters, painters, sheet metal fabrica-
tors, welders and landscapers) in New Mexico’s film
industry. The program Retrain and Sustain iden-
tiied New Mexicans with transferrable skills and
prepared them for employment in the film indus-
try through intensive skill and safety training. Gov-
ernor Richardson stated “Despite the economic

Clockwise: Tammis Hamilton, Carl Wilson, Panick Anzalu lt:i

Patrick Archuleta (Jaguar Express Owner), Steve Clark, Jaimg 1;{
Saiz.
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downturn, the film and media industries continue to
flourish and so does their demand for skilled labor”

Santa Fe Workforce Connection staff, funded
through the NALWDB, began working with the Train-
ing Trust of ILA.T.S.E. Local 480 to retrain displaced
work ers. Twelve individuals (10 men, 2 women) took
the initial Prop Making class in June. The two week
training, held at the old Navarro Cadillac site on St.
Michaels, prepared participants for entry level posi-
tions in the Filmmaking Construction Craft. The pro-
gram was arduous, involving long hours and physical
labor, but participants expect their labor to pay off in
the long run with jobs in the Film Industry.



Program Allocations

“WIA formula funding does not include 10% or 25% additional funding, which is available on an intermittent basis only,
and is dependent on statewide need and availability, as well as prior year budget reconciliations. Additional funding is used
for special projects, such as customized training and activities partnering with local businesses, Faith-Based organizations,
and commerce chambers. One Stop Career Centers serve a universal customer, who has the option of receiving services at
any desired location. Resources are distributed in a flexible environment throughout the northern area to meet business and

Job seeker customer needs. Access points have been created to accommodate residents in rural areas.

Funding

County Adult Dislocated Worker Adult - ARRA DW - ARRA
Expenditures as of 6/30/2009
Cibola $33,713 $11,385 $3,169 $1,365
Colfax $86,702 $29,275 $8,149 $3,509
Los Alamos $9,633 $3,253 $ 905 $ 390
McKinley $125,236 $42,285 $11,770 $5,068
Mora $14,450 $4,879 $1,358 $ 585
Rio Arriba $28,900 $9,759 $2,716 $1,170
San Juan $211,938 $71,560 $19,919 $8,577
San Miguel $144,503 $48,791 $13,581 $5,848
Santa Fe $240,838 $81,319 $22,635 $9,747
Taos $67,435 $22,769 $6,338 $2,729
Youth

Home Education Liveliho0d Progranm.................cunvcevevvivirinieeneerircsisecnnencinisnnsnsscsissssnns $239,328
Home Education Livelihood Program ARRA ...............c.couiinievcveecrviveccrenevisisncirsssissiaenes $339,391

SER, Jobs for Progress, INC. ..........cueeeviiccsiniereceisissicccsrsisisisssssessesssesesssassssosssssessssssons $354,338
SER, Jobs for Progress, Inc. ARRA

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

| Pervformance
The g;één line indicates the funding allocated to assess, train and place WIA participants, while the
Tved line indicates the number of individuals served in each Program Year (PY). In PY 2000, 1285
Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth customers were assessed, trained and placed, with an available
budget of over $11 million dollars. By PY 2008, despite the addition of ARRA funds, federal funding
cuts and rescissions reduced funding to a little over 32 Million, while the number of customers who
need services continues to increase.
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PV ‘08 Performance

Performance measures are negotiated between local area Workforce Boards and the United States Department of Labor
(USDOL) based on past performance and future local area expectations of economic growth and employment. To meet es-
tablished performance standards, the NALWDB must attain 80% of the negotiated level. In PY ‘08 NALWDB met One (1),
and exceeded Six (6) of the nine (9) required performance measures, while two (2) Youth measures: Attainment of a Degree
or Certificate and Literacy/Numeracy were not met. Business Customer satisfaction surveys are not part of the core required
measures. However, surveys must still be conducted and results reported to the USDOL. Surveys also provide necessary input

Sfor continued improvement in services. The NALWDB consistently exceeds customer satisfaction levels.

Unfortunately, a late miscalculation in data corrections led ro the NALWDB failing 2 Performance Indicators in the

Federal Report. Actual performance indicated Service Providers did meet all Performance measures fot Program Year 2008.

Overall Status of Local Performance Exceeded: 6 Met: 1 Not Met: 2
Total Participants Served Adults 4,121
Dislocated Workers 31 £
Older Youth 95
Younger Youth 253 ji
Total Exiters Adults 3,073
Dislocated Workers 18 b4
Older Youth 97 ¢l
Younger Youth 260 3
Negotiated Performance Actual pe,ﬁ,man}e?*
Performance Level at 80% Level }"‘ﬁ
Satisfaction Employers 79.0% 63.2% 80.0% 3
£y
Entered Employment Rate
Adults 83.0% 66.4% 85.5%
Dislocated Workers 89% 71.2% 93.3%
Retention Rate
Adults 89.0% 71.2% 94.2%
Dislocated Workers 91.0% 72.8% 100.0%
Average Earnings
(Adults/DWs) Adults $12,100.0 $9,680.0 $14,919.6
Dislocated Workers $14,200.0 $11,360.0 $14,931.4
Placement in Employment or
Education P Youth (14-21) 64.0% 51.2% 57.7%
Attainment of Degree or
Certificate Youth (14-21) 35.0% 28.0% 26.5%
Literacy/Numeracy Youth (14-21) 25.0% 20.0% 18.6%
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Santa Fe Workforce Connection 50+ EFmployment Center

In March of 2009,
the NALWDB teamed
with New Mexico’s
Aging and Long-Term
Services Department
(NMALTSD) to cre-
ate a 50+ Employment
Center. The Center
was the brainchild of
Sondra Match, and
others at the agency;
Ms. Match’s dedication and commitment to senior job

AENCHNSE -~

Ken Ortiz, Secretary of the Department
of Workforce Solutions shares thoughts.

seekers brought this effort to fruition, despite numerous
obstacles in funding, location, and staffing.

Doug Calderwood, Director of the Employment Bu-
reau of the State Aging and Long-Term Services, stated
that the idea for the Center was born 7 or 8 years ago, but
when Santa Fe’s unemployment escalated, along with the
rest of the
country’s
i jobless rate,
the  need
to provide
customized
services to
older work-
ers reached
the critical

Attendees included Sondra Match (eated 2nd row

end) and Doug Calderwood (seated left of Sondra).
stage.

According to David Zerbst, another employee of
NMALTSD and on-site manager for the Center, the av-
erage length of time for someone over 55 to be unem-
ployed is 26 weeks, while those under 55 can expect to
be jobless for only about 7 ¥2 weeks.

Ms. Match, a board member of the NALWDB, rec-
ognizing the need to provide a nurturing atmosphere for
workers, who, in some cases had not been in the job mar-
ket for over 20 years, sought help from Jerry Gaussoin,
Executive Director of the NALWDB, and Alex Marti-
nez, Executive Director of SER, Jobs for Progress, Inc.,
the contracted NALWDB One Stop Provider. Both men
immediately understood the potential benefits for job
seckers and employers. The final stages of the project
took nearly a year to complete, with Ms. Match oversee-
ing every detail.

The Re-Store generously provided antique furniture,
including a comfortable couch and armchair, several end

tables and lamps and the walls were painted a striking
mauve. It had a decidedly homey feeling. Some argued
the atmosphere should have been more austere, but the
Center, in its entirety, has proved to be a great success.
Zerbst and Match work with a combination of paid
and volunteer staff, older workers themselves, who un-
derstand the trepidation many older job seekers feel when
changing careers, learning new skills, or using comput-
ers. Job seekers need cutting edge job techniques, such
as social networking and internet capabilities. At the
Center they receive help in resumé writing, improving
computer skills, interviewing skills and electronic job
search, while also receiving sympathy and encourage-

Governor Bill Richardson addresses attendees.

ment. A weekly Job Club offering support and shared
experiences meets at the Santa Fe Workforce Connec-
tion Center.

Some job seckers like JoAnn, an experienced general
manager, may be in a position to seek greater job satis-
faction rather than higher pay, but most workers are in
need of making a living wage. Though the Center has
not found placement for JoAnn, it has placed dozens of
others with satisfied employers.

Older Workers often have a strong work ethic and
commitment to the employer, coupled with common
sense and a respectful attitude; qualities younger work-
ers have not yet
developed.

The Center
has become a
sanctuary  for

older

and will contin-

workers

ue to serve those

who seek help.

Fanny Pearce (far right) -Navigator, Ben Lacey
(far left)-Employment Specialist.
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NALWDB'S Business Partners for a Brighter Tomorrow

WIA participants are referred by One Stop Career Center and Youth Provider career development specialists or case manag-
ers to NALWDB partners, when appropriate, who provide a variety of support services such as housing, transportation, child
care, and/or opportunities to gain industry specific employment skills through On-the-Job Training (O] T) or Work Experience
(WE), in addition to job placements. Listed below are some of the hundreds of businesses who provide opportunities for Youth
to gain employment experiences and develop soft skills.

Academy Corporation
Alternative to Violence

Animas Plumbing & Heating
Arizona Public Service

Cedar Animal Hospital

District Attorney Second District
El Rancho Hotel

Computer Networks Education & Training

Consejos

GIMC-Dental Office

Bethany Daycare

Dr. Lawrence Larragoite, DDS, Inc.
Gold Star Academy

Familia Legal Services

Freedom Security Systems

Hasbito

Hamel Hardwoods

Earl’s Restaurant

Hesters Yamah

Jim Baxter dba AAA Septic Services
K369 LLC dba as Super 8 Motel
Housing Authority of Santa Fe County
Best Western Hotels

Key Energy, Farmington

La Familia Medical Clinic
Mainstreet Project

Las Vegas Chamber of Commerce
DOI BIE Federal Building
Meineke Muffler & Brakes
National Guard Armory

Lowes Supermarket

Nenanezhad Community School
Nizhoni Medical Supply

New Mexico Highlands University

NM Aging Network Division, Aging and

Long-Term Care Department
My Sister’s Resale Shop
NM Commission for the Blind
Navajo Feed 8 Livestock

Ortego’s Indian Market

NM Department of Workforce Solutions
NM Department of Veterans Concerns

NM Department of Vocational Rehabilitation
NM Job Corps Outreach

NM State Agency on Aging

Northeastern NM Educational Foundation, Inc.

Salvation Army Warehouse

Petro Iron Skillet

Raton American Parts

Rising Sun Plumbing

Rocky Mountain Business Systems
Samaritan House, Inc.

San Juan Community College

San Miguel Chamber of Commerce
San Miguel Detention Center
Sanchez Autobody

Santa Fe Business Alliance

Santa Fe Chamber of Commerce
Santa Fe Community College

Santa Fe County Income Support Division
Santa Fe Pathology Services, PA
Sears

Service Master Clean AKA Chaboney, Inc.
Shiprock Dialysis

Silver Dollar Racing & Shaving
Sycamore Community Center
Tafoya Enterprises dba Bear Fax
Taos Window Depot

Tapetes De Lana

Thunderbird Jewelry Supply

Tierra de Taos Title Company
Victory Royal Express

Wardancer Designs, LLC

Youth Conservation Corps

UNM Applied Tech

World Treasures & The Travelers Café
Zellers Cleaners

Zuni Public School
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One Stop Sponsored Job Fairs

Farmington....April 16, 2009
Farmington Civic Center

Espafola September 24,2009
Norther New Mexico College

Santa Fe September 17, 2009
Santa Fe Community College

October 14, 2009

Sagebrush Inn and Conference Center

Economic difficulties increased the number
of job seekers and gave prospective employers a
wide variety of applicants to fill available positions.
Over 85 employers and in excess of 1,000 job
seckers came to exchange information at the
Farmington Civic Center for the annual Job
Fair. Once again, Sun Ray Casino sponsored the
Grand Prize giveaway, with one lucky participant
walking away with a 42” flat screen television.

However, those ‘lucky’ enough to find permanent
employment were the real
winners.

Santa Fe’s Job Fair g - The Taos Job Fair
brought 500 plus job seek- Ewilks . held court for nearly

ers to visit with more than

50 employers, with
65 employers. Espafiola’s more than 500 job
Job Fair location packed in seekers hoping to take
more than 40 employers e : advantage of possible

with 400 job hopefuls re- job openings.
ceiving information or sub-
mitting applications. Development Spe-
cialists assist job seek-
ers in putting their best
foot forward to meet

the fierce competition for available positions.

For Job/Career Fair Listings in 2010 please con-

tact your local One Stop Operator: phone num-

bers and locations for Adult, Dislocated Worker

and Youth Service Providers are listed on the inside
back cover.
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Chief Elected Officials
In compliance with WIA rules and regulations Chief Elected Officials (CEOs) from each local area are responsible for review and

approval of the annual budget, long term local plan, and the appointment of NALWD Board members from nominations submit-
ted from appropriate sources (see page 4). The NALWDB leverages funds with the Native American Entities, who receive separate

WIA funding. The NALWDB coordinates with a variety of entities to serve all eligible customers in northern New Mexico.

CIBOLA COUNTY MCKINLEY COUNTY Mayor Tony Jose Roybal
Honorable Jobn Antonio, Governor Honorable Norman Cooeyate, Village of Pecos
Pueblo of Laguna Governor
Honorable Chandler Sanchez, Governor Pueblo of Zuni SANTA FE COUNTY
Pueblo of Acoma M. David Dallago, Chair Honorable Frederick Vigil, Governor
Myr. Edward Michael, Chair McKinley County Commission Pueblo of Tesuque
Cibola County Commission Mayor Harry Mendoza Honorable Perry Martinez,
Mayor Joe Murrietta City of Gallup Governor ; i
Grants, NM Pueblo of San Ildefonso e I
Mayor Tom Ortega RIO ARRIBA COUNTY Honorable George Rivera, G'overno?% r;,
Village of Milan Honorable Marcelino Aguino, Governor Pueblo of Pojoaque 4“
Pueblos of Ohkay Owingeh Honorable Ernest Mirabal, £
COLEAX COUNTY Honorable Walter Dasheno, Governor Governor : 55
My. Whitney Hite, Chair Pueblo of Santa Clara Pueblo of Nambe &1
Colfax County Commission President Levi Pesata Mpr. Harry Montoya, Chair Lg:
Mayor Stewart Hamilton Jicarilla Apache Nation Santa Fe County Commission &
Village of Angel Fire M. Alfredo Montoya, Chair Mayor Robert Stearley Ej:
Mayor Linda Paviatich Rio Arriba County Commission Town of Edgewood e
Village of Cimarron Mayor Archie Vigil Mayor David Coss
Mayor Billie J. Odum Village of Chama City of Santa Fe
Village of Eagle Nest Mayor Joseph Maestas
Mayor kay Kingston City of Espariola TAOS COUNTY
Village of Maxwell Honorable James Lujan, Governor
Mayor Joe Apache SAN JUAN COUNTY Pueblo of Taos
City of Raton Mr. Erwin Chavez, Chair Honorable Richard Memejo,
Mayor John L. Chavez San Juan County Commission Governor
Town of Springer Mayor Sally Burbridge Pueblos of Picuris
City of Aztec Mpy. Daniel Barrone, Chair
LOSALAMOS COUNTY Mayor Scott Eckstein Taos County Commission
M. Michael Wismer, Chair City of Bloomfield Mayor Neal King
Los Alamos County Council Mayor William E. Standley Taos Ski Valley
City of Farmington Mayor Linda Calhoun
MORA COUNTY City of Red River
M. Peter Martinez, Chair SAN MIGUEL COUNTY Mayor Malaguias Rael
Mora County Commission M. David Salazar, Chair City of Questa
Mayor Benito Armijo San Miguel County Commission Mayor Darren Cordova
Village of Wagon Mound Mayor Tony Marquez City of Taos

City of Las Vegas
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Success Has Many Faces

Adult: San Juan Workforce Connection
Single Dad becomes Role Model

Jason is a 39 year old single father with three children.
Jason made some bad choices and created several difhcul-
ties in his life that he must overcome to start over. Jason
knew it was past time to straighten himself outand become
arole model for his children. He was working hauling junk
cars to various locations. A caseworker advised him to
look for more satisfying work, and perhaps seek training.

Jason sought help from the One Stop Workforce
Connection to become Federally Bonded. He received
information about Federal Bonding and the assessments
necessary to begin preparing to obtain a General Educa-
tion Degree (GED).

Jason came back to the One Stop to study using on-
line education classes and an assessment program provid-
ed called Career Choices. Jason passed his GED and de-
cided to sign up for Commercial Drivers License (CDL)
training.

The Workforce Connection sent Jason to the School
of Energy to take a pre-test and bring back a training
schedule for the next group of classes. According to the
scheduling, Jason had enough time to complete all his
assessments.

He had a difficult time but did not give up. Jason
worked hard to improve his scores. He was really look-
ing forward to training. Jason started class on time, with
all his paperwork work completed and his CDL license
training. He checked in with the One Stop on a regular
basis. Once he received his CDL, Jason began looking for
work immediately.

Jason received a referral to Arizona Public Service
(APS) in Fruitland as a water delivery truck driver. His
was happy and excited about the job. Jason has proved to
be a very reliable employee and continues to move up in
the company.

Dislocated Worker:
San Miguel Workforce Connection
Determination

James is middle aged with a troubled history, but
committed to changing his life. James was receiving
unemployment and searching for long-term sustainable
employment. He was referred to the WIA Program for
assistance in his job search, to conduct assessments and
receive job counseling. James needed the extra support
and information that WIA Career Development Special-
ists are able to provide.

James went to the Las Vegas One Stop with experi-
ence operating commercial vehicles, delivering products,
as well as operating forklifts to load and un-load prod-
ucts. James was placed in Commercial Drivers License
(CDL) training to validate his experience and open up
additional opportunities for employment. He was re-
ferred to an organization delivering building materials.
He was hired and remains at the same company today.
James has indeed changed his life and become a depend-
able employee.

24



Success Has Many Faces

Youth: Cibola County
Justice gains a
Student

Casey is 18 years old
and hales from Laguna
Pueblo in Cibola Couny.
Casey was a senior attend-
ing Laguna-Acoma High
School when he came to
HELP-New Mexico. Casey
connected with Case Manager Tabitha at the New Mex-
ico State University-Grants Campus on Career Day.
Casey requested information about HELP-NM’s WIA
Youth Services and eagerly requested participation in the
program.

Casey’s work history was limited to volunteer train-
ing with the Laguna Area Search and Rescue, where he
was able to explore aspects of public service. He decided
on criminal justice. Casey had a career path but knew
he needed to gain the needed skills to enter and succeed
in today’s job market. He was given the Career Choices
assessment, which helped him confirm the compatibilicy
of his career choice as a Forensic Investigator.

Youth Intern

Meet Nora, who, after some time off, was ready to
get back into the workforce and came to the Workforce
Youth Services office in Grants seeking employment.
She had recently seen a posting for a position as an
intern for the ARRA Summer Youth Employment Pro-
gram (SYEP). The 2009 ARRA SYEP was funded by
the NALWDB and spearheaded by HELP-NM, Inc.
located in Gallup.

Nora met with Christina Manuelito, the SYEP co-
ordinator. Nora is married with one child. Her hus-
band was also looking for work. He had been unem-
ployed for 2 %2 months.

Nora took it upon herself to find a job so she could
help her young family financially. Nora had been un-
employed for the past 2 years due to her high risk preg-
nancy. She thought her past work experience would be
beneficial to the SYER She was given an application
and asked to provide a resumé, accompanied by a letter
of interest. After reviewing Nora’s experiences, HELP
determined she would be a good fit for the internship.

Nora began her employment assisting Ms. Manu-
elito with the week-long Work Readiness Orientation.
Nora was pur in charge of 20 youth from Cibola Coun-
ty. She was asked to provide support for the youth

An Employability Development Plan (EDP) was cre-
ated to help accomplish his objectives and goal. Casey
was placed at Laguna-Acoma High School, as a Front
Office Assistant. While there, Casey answered a multi-
line phone system, greeted visitors, typed up memos,
distributed incoming mail and readied mail to be sent
out, filed and made copies. This work experience might
be beneficial in developing the discipline needed to be-
come an investigator.

Casey received training related supportive services
to purchase school/work clothes. He was very apprecia-
tive for the help and planned to use the clothing to dress
properly for upcoming interviews with college adv1so,{

Casey’s work experience activity ended, he graduatcH
from high school and moved to begin his educatlon,f in
Denver, CO., where he enrolled at Colorado Technfc%
University (CTU). CTU has a program in Crime Scene
Investigation and Recreation Specialist with a concen&ﬂl—
tion in Forensic Investigation. He is excited about hls
choice. Casey is grateful for the WIA Youth progr%m
where he learned about himself, benefited from his W@g}(
experience, and was able to save money for college ;E:X—
penses. £

F i,

[ II
throughout the summer,
which  would include
making worksite visits,
meeting with supervisors,
as well as providing men-
toring and counseling.
She was also tasked with
collecting timesheets, de-
livering checks, and the
maintenance and upkeep
of participant files. Nora quickly became acquainted
with the Cibola group and the youth participants felt
at-ease speaking with her when problems arose. Nora
was a great advocate for her young charges and dealt
with many situations involving the youth and their
employers. Ms. Manuelito was glad to have Nora’s as-
sistance.

Nora has since taken a job working as a Home
Health Care Aid. She works for a local family in Mi-
lan, and has begun the fall semester at NMSU Nursing
School. Nora’s life was enriched by her experience with
HELP-NM staff and the group of young people who
came to rely on her care and wisdom. She has offered
her assistance next summer if the position becomes
available.
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Success Has Many Faces

Enthusiasm is Contagious

Ernest Jake, Jr. was a participant of the ARRA Sum-
mer Youth Employment Program (SYEP) from Cibola
Countcy. He had just turned 14 years of age and was eligible
to apply for employment with the SYEP. He seemed too
young for the program, but was so eager that Case Man-
agers agreed to give him a chance. Ernest and his mother
completed the application process and when asked what
type of work he would like to do, Ernest excitedly stated,
“Anything!” Ernest had never worked before and his enthu-
siasm was infectious. His mother said he was a hard work-
er and always completed chores at home without fussing.

The SYEP would beagreatopportunity for Ernest to gain
work skills necessary to one day compete in the workforce.
Every morning of Work Readiness orientation, Ernest
was the first to arrive at the Center in Grants. Orienta-
tion began at 9:00 am and Ernest was always there at 7:30
am. He was eager to help set up and prepare for the day.

Key Train was a required element of the training for ev-
ery participant during orientation week. Key Train is a com-
puter based program that helps individuals improve or gain
basic skills in a variety of areas including mathematics, read-
ing and writing, along with other career skills. Ernest was
thrilled to get on the computer and begin Key Train each

Father and Son team up for success.

Jonathan; was a 21 year old unemployed young
man from McKinley County receiving Social Security
benefits. Jonathan’s father sought information at a lo-
cal job fair, which he shared with Jonathan. They were
interested in the services offered by HELP-NM, Inc.,
Jonathan’s father was concerned about his son’s unem-
ployment and Jonathan’s lack of job training.

Ms. Manuelito, a Community Employment Spe-
cialist for HELP-NM, Inc. set up an appointment for
Jonathan to stop by her office in Gallup. Both father
and son attended the appointment. Father and son
agreed it would be best if Jonathan found a job, so that
he could eventually become less dependent on the SSI
benefits he was receiving.

HELP created an Employability Development Plan
(EDP), administered both a TABE test and Choices

Career Assessment. These tests were completed to help
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day. After every les-
son, he would ask to
see his scores. He was
the only one, out of a
group of 20, to ask if
he could continue to
work on Key Train.
He said, “This is going
to help me for school.
I need it.”

Ernest was placed with Youth Conservation Corps
for the Summer Youth Employment program. His em-
ployer appreciated Ernest’s enthusiasm and hoped his work
ethic would last a lifetime. Ernests supervisor, Dale, al-
ways had great remarks about Ernest’s performance. Dale
never had to worry about Ernest, who kept busy all day.

The YCC liked him so much they hired him once
his work SYEP contract ended. Ernest shared his money
with his family, who were experiencing hard times, like
much of the country. His mother was unemployed, and
he wanted to help. Ernest is now in the 7th grade at Los
Alamitos Middle High School in Grants and doing quite

well. He is on his way to becoming a fine young man.

Passion and Harwork = Success

Yolanda is an energetic, married college student and a member of the Navajo tribe.
At 23 years of age, Yolanda was hired in a full-time position with the University of New
Mexico- Gallup Campus after participating in the ARRA SYEP.

Yolanda would rather benefit others than herself in life. She has a strong conviction
and desire about passing on knowledge to others. She has a strong passion for working
with toddlers, one that, “comes with many obstacles but well worth the effort” she says.
Yolanda is majoring in Childhood Development from UNM with an anticipated gradua-
tion coming in spring of 2010.

Jonathan determine his best career choice. He decided
to improve his prospects through increasing his math
and reading levels. Jonathan was referred to the UNM-
Adult Basic Education Center. A list of possible train-
ing worksites were generated to help match Jonathan
with an ideal training environment, meeting his special
needs and enhancing the skills he already had. Taste
of the Southwest Restaurant, a local establishment in
Gallup, agreed to be Jonathan’s worksite, to supervise,
provide training, and give him guidance in work ethics.

The employment at Southwest was temporary, so
he continued to look for other employment to gain ad-
ditional experience and training. The HELP case man-
ager made certain his resume was updated and referred
Jonathan to other employers in the Gallup area. Jonaa-
than was hired by the local WalMart. He is a full time
employee making a decent wage. Jonathatn was glad to



Success

take advantage of this opportunity and is doing well.
Jonathan benefits from the Financial Literacy training he
received at HELP. He calculates his expenses, manages a
budget and avoids the negative effects of payday loans.

Time for a Change

Thelma first came into the NMWC Office seck-
ing to upgrade her computer skills, create a resumé,
cover letter, use the phone for job searches, complete
job applications, expand job choices, improve inter-
view skills, and the support of staff. She kept a positive
outlook during her job search, while she received infor-
mation and job coaching. She had a desire to learn key
boarding and was able to obtain a laptop and practiced,
practiced, practiced. However, she needed to get back
to work and had to put upgrading her computer skills
on the back burner. She entered the One-Stop inten-
sive services program to focus on job search.

She wanted to do something other than home
health care; her previous employment. Thelma was re-
ferred to the Los Alamos Medical Center (LAMC) for
an Environmental Associate position and to another
employer for a position delivering medical specimens.
She interviewed with both employers and decided on
the position with LAMC. She has been a full-time em-
ployee with LAMC for nearly a year. Both Thelma and
her employer are satisfied with her performance. In her
spare time, Thelma has continued to build her com-

puter based skills.

King of the
Mountain
Matthewisa 17
| year old recent gradu-
| ate from Shiprock
High School. Mat-
thew has had moun-
- tains of obstacles to
climb in his young life. At 16, Matthew was diagnosed
with a brain tumor and underwent complex and dif-
ficult brain surgery. The tumor affected his learning
abilities; he required educational and vocational reha-
bilitation during his high school years. The tumor af-
fected certain areas of the brain used in reasoning and
learning. The tumor also caused the loss of most of his
hearing, but he managed to graduate on schedule with
his high school class.
Matthew has proved himself to be a very deter-
mined young man. Matthew enrolled in the ARRA
SYEP with HELP-NM. This program gave him much

needed confidence in working with peers. He was

Has Many Faces

placed at the Salvation Army Thrift Shop as a ware-
house clerk for the program’s work experience activiry.
He was an excellent worker and advanced quickly.

Matthew’s supervisor was so impressed with his
work ethic, he offered him a full-time position. As part
of the ARRA SYEP, Matthew qualified for a $100 mon-
etary incentive for securing and accepting permanent
employment. He is able to save money and consider
more options.

The SYEP was a very successfully venture for Mat-
thew, he is thankful for the Northern Board’s sponsor-
ship of the ARRA youth initiative.

[
Mom meets Challenges PEl

Natasha is a 24 year old single mom who receiy
public assistance but knew she wanted something mg
for her daughter. She has always enjoyed training ah’d
nulturmg children, so Natasha volunteered at her daugﬁr
ter's Head Start Program. It was there that she decideds t@
continue her education and become a teacher. Nata ha
became a full-time student at San Juan College majé#-
ing in early childhood education. The drive became Ext
tremely taxing on Natasha’s daughter, who was forced.to
endure her mother’s long daily absences, while Natasllﬁﬁ
traveled 83 miles each way to attend school. After a tirpg,
Natasha finally found a place to live closer to San Juah
College. This was a tremendous relief for Natasha and
her daughter. She has encountered many other barriers
but is determined to achieve her goal.

The Summer Youth Employment Program (SYEP)
offered Natasha the opportunity to earn extra money
while reaching for her dream. She was placed at the San
Juan College Campus Book Store as a full-time cashier.
Natasha enjoyed working with students and the avail-
ability of information at the store. Natasha stayed on at
the Book Store at the end of the SYEP. She also contin-

ues her education, working toward her degree.

Maturity at any Age

Kayla is young in fact just 14 years old, the mini-
mum eligible age to receive services under the Workforce
Investment Act (WIA). She comes from a small town
in San Miguel County. Kayla has found the strength to
overcome the many obstacles life has thrown her way,
but has also been fortunate to have the love and en-
couragement of a Great Aunt and Uncle, who will soon
be the proud parents of Kayla and her brothers.

Kayla knew she couldn’t sit idle all summer, and
when she learned about the summer opportunities to
work, through her local One Stop Workforce Connec-
tion Center; it was full speed ahead.

At her first meeting with the One Stop staff, Kay-
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Success Has Many Faces

la underwent a series of interest and aptitude assess-
ments. She requested a placement in a medical office.
She already had experience administering shots to her
diabetic Aunt, and had learned to speak with medical
staff during her Aunt’s many medical appointments.
She adapted quickly and became a valuable asset to her
employer, who was happy to continue her job after the
summer funding had ceased.

Kayla developed professional demeanor and learned
numerous skills including; verifying insurance coverage,
working with insurance providers, discussing coverage,
billing, coordinating services for pediatric patients and
their parents by answering phones, discussing medical
concerns and relaying information between Dr’s and
nurses. Her age, circumstances, maturity and willingness
to work hard have made her wise beyond her years.

Kayla is always happy to share what she has learned.
Her devotion to her family and their mutual support
gives her the courage to follow her heart in becoming a
doctor one day. The One Stop staff is privileged to have
been a part of helping Kayla develop her potential and

achieve her dreams.

Youth ~ San Miguel Workforce Connection
Golden Rule

Derrick was a senior this year, who was referred to
the NALWDB Youth Services program by his High
School counselor and the Department of Workforce
Solutions (DWS) staff, at the time of enrollment, Der-
rick was at a cross roads, struggling to decide what to
do with his life after graduation.

Derrick had no work experience and no idea of
what direction his life should take. Derrick, his parents
and the Las Vegas One Stop worked toward setting ca-
reer goals and setting Derrick back on track.

He completed numerous assessments including
TABE tests and Choices, which is are aptitude and in-
terests assessments. Derrick learned soft skills through
a work experience placement at a local recreation cen-
ter. He was mentored by Betty, an Elementary School
teacher, who was enthusiastic and willing to teach, as
well as ready to learn.

Derrick made a strong commitment to the Cen-
ter and maintained his attendance and punctuality re-
cord even when he became involved in a car accident.
Thankfully, only his car was damaged.

Derrick is considering a career as a math teacher.
He was the recipient of the SER Deanna Sanchez
Scholarship. In his essay he expressed a desire to be a great
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teacher one day. He also thanked Betty for her inspiration.

Derrick is attending NM Highlands University in the
fall and the One Stop staff believes in his ability to succeed.
He believes in the principle that goodness begets goodness;
that it is the basis for all relationships, in class or out in the
world. He believes in, and applies, the Golden Rule to his

life and his work.

Youth: Taos Workforce Connection
Welcome Aboard

Congratulations to Candice Muniz, who has be-
come the latest member of the Pefasco Clinic. Can-
dace was placed with the clinic through the Workforce
Connection’s Summer Youth Employment Program.
The Clinic sent the Workforce Center a thank you
note expressing their gratefulness. Clinic Director
Patty Torres says, “It has been a pleasure to work with
her these past two months and we feel she has gained
much work experience with us. All of us at the clinic
benefitted from her help and the experience was a re-
warding one.”

“Candace has been consistently prompt and accu-
rate in the job duties she absorbed for us. She quickly
assumed daily responsibilities and would complete
them without prompting from us. The projects we
assigned to her were, in many cases, difficult and re-
quired a high level of organizational skills and inde-
pendent thinking. Candace completed these projects
skillfully and the finished products were as good as
any one of us here could have done. She has an ex-
cellent level of work ethic and understands the need
for cooperation amongst coworkers. In addition she is
consistently pleasant, professional, and helpful.”

Torres continued with, “I would recommend her
to other employers and those who participate in the
Summer Youth Program. We have been very fortunate
to have Candace with our Team for these past two
months and she will be greatly missed.” The Work-
force Connection was privileged to make the connec-
tion between Candace and the Clinic.




Novthern Arvea Local Workforce Development Board (NALWDB)

www.nalwdb.nm.org

Email: info@nalwdb.nm.org

Phone: 505/986-0363 ¢ Fax: 505/986-0374

5 Bisbee Court, Suite 104 ¢ Santa Fe, New Mexico 87508

LAS VEGAS ONE STOP
300 S. Grand Ave.
505/425-6451

MORA ONE STOP
Itinerant Services
PO Box 541
Off Hwy 518 (across St. Gertrude’s Church)
505/425-6451

RATON ONE STOP
1144 South 2nd St. Ste. A
575/445-2874

ESPANOLA ONE STOP
319 Onate St.
505/753-2285

LOS ALAMOS ONE STOP (9 AM TO 4 PM)

Itinerate Services Provided
through the
Taos or Espanola Offices

SANTA FE ONE STOP
301 West De Vargas Street
505/827-7434

TAOS ONE STOP
1036 Salazar Rd.
575/758-4219

Youth Services

REGION I
WORKFORCE ONE STOP & SER YOUTH SERVICES

SAN MIGUEL COUNTY
300 S. Grand Ave.

Las Vegas NM
505/425-6451
COLFAX COUNTY
1144 South 2nd St. Ste. A
575/445-2874
MORA COUNTY

Provided on an itinerant basis

through the San Miguel Offices

SANTA FE COUNTY
301 W. DeVargas St.
Santa Fe, NM
505/827-74341
RIO ARRIBA COUNTY
319 Onate St.
505/753-2285
LOS ALAMOS COUNTY

Provided ona an iterant basis by the
Taos and Rio Arriba County Offices

TAOS COUNTY
1036 Salazar Rd.
575/751-0848 or 575/758-4219
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One-Stop Career Center

FARMINGTON ONE STOP
600 West Arrington
505/327-6126

GALLUP ONE STOP

Catholic Charities -

506 West Highway 66, Ste. 14 E’:ﬁ
505/863-8884 (&
GRANTS ONE STOP LI'
310 High St. E%

505/287-9441

YT 7T .n."ﬁ PEEE AT ATTRT
o S R A e Ur R T T AT T E

Abiquiu

REGION 1I
HELP—-NM, INC. YOUTH SERVICES

SAN JUAN COUNTY
HELP-NM INC.
600 West Arrington

505/327-6126

MCKINLEY YOUTH
HELP-NM INC.
&% 200F Aztec
Gallup, NM 87301
505/722-7835

CIBOLAYOUTH
Itinerate Services
Provided by HELP-NM
corHl 206 E. Aztec
Gallup, NM 87301
505/722-7835
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Jim Gautier

San Miguel Chapel
CORNERSTONES COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS
- Preserving Architecture and Community
In New Mexico and the Southwest
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Preserving architectural heritage and community traditions
in New Mexico and the Southwest since 1986.
Mission :

The vernacular architecture of rural New Mexico is one of the most visible
and powerful manifestations of the cultural values of its people. '_I'raditibna|
building arts, passed down for centuries through intergenerational teaching, are
increasingly in danger of being lost. For more than twenty years, in response to
community needs, Cornerstones has worked with rural Hispanic and Native villages
of New Mexico and the Southwest to help preserve the symbols of the rich cultural
heritage of this region. " :

Partnersh/p with communities is the heart and soul of the work and mutual
learning and respect is the core of its mission. Cornerstones’ expert field staff act in
concert with community members and leaders to preserve important community-
owned, historic buildings, mcIudmg 17" and 18" century churches, schoolhouses,

WPA buildings, penitente moradas and-oratorios, Native American religious T8
structures and other historic sites that are central to cultural heritage and ‘ ¢

“community life. The following expands on the three most important components of’“ :

our mission. : , b4

. Provide hands-on assistance and technical consultation to communities - "5‘-'.;
in New Mexico and the Southwest. Cornerstones has developed an
internationally-recognized model for involving community members in a volunteer- 35
driven preservation project. Our expert staff works with communities to plan these
projects, offering technical direction while eliciting and supporting local leadership.’
Community ownership is always critical to the success of the restoration/
preservation process.

Education and trammg are the keys to success and sustamablllty of

.community-based preservation. Cornerstones has developed specialized tralmng

programs to teach youth, young adults and mayordomos the important concepts of
preservation standards and the use of traditional building materials and to promote
the development of the necessary skills. Important in the training process are
leaders and elders who act as mentors, teaching not only building traditions but
their historical and cultural significance as well.

Inherent in the work is the affirmation of the commumty’s cultural values
and heritage. Cornerstones’ staff works sensitively and respectfully to affirm and

" support the community’s long-held traditions of family independence, community

cooperation, and inter-generational teaching about traditional building methods
and the passing down of important cultural practices to the next generation.

The success of Cornerstones is measured not only by the work completed or the
number of people receiving training, but also by the intangible elements of pride,
self worth, and an enhanced sense of individual connection to one’s community.
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. ties to cultural heritage have worn thin.

_ aging populations of small communities become less able to carry on the building "
‘traditions that support the maintenance of historic adobe structures.-In a labor-  .»

Preserving architectural heritage and community traditions
in New Mexico and the Southwest since 1986.

What We Do

Since 1986 Cornerstones, an internationally recognized historic
preservation nonprofit based in Santa Fe, New Mexico, has partnered with
communities throughout the greater Southwest to help preserve significant -
community structures. The fundamental component of the organization’s
preservation model is education, especially of the younger generation for whom /

Northern New Mexico is rich in h|story and tradition as well as natural r
beauty, but it is extremely poor economically. Young people migrate out of small, {' '
isolated communities to find employment. This‘migration has separated them
from their community traditions, contributing to the erosion and potential .
disappearance of time—'honored practices, including those related to vernacular ¢

construction, : ' <

- With a lack of people power, important community bunldmgs in particular i
mission churches, cannot be adequately cared for. This is especially true as the £

saving preservation effort that began in the 1950’s, many of New Mexico’s adobe £&.
buildings were encased in.cement plaster, a disastrous solution that lets moisture
wick up into the adobes, destroying the walls from the inside out. As a result the
unique built environment of northern New Mexico is seriously threatened and in
danger of being lost. :

Cornerstones’ programs have addressed this crisis effectively for more
than two decades in over 250 communities by supplementing the limited
resources of small communities with volunteer assistance, by re-involving former-
community members who have moved away, and by providing financial support.
Cornerstones’ approach centers on re-establishing the use of traditional building
materials and techniques and engaging community members of all ages. Elders
are trained to help members of other communities plan and |mplement thelr own

- preservation efforts.

Special training programs for young people encourage appreciation of their
cultural heritage and provides them with marketable skills. Cornerstones aims for
sustainability by identifying and developing community leadership and by
providing critical technical direction and organizational support. ‘

- The number of buildings restored through Cornerstones’ involvement is
easy to calculate, but it is the intangible effect of cultural renewal of the
communities that is Cornerstones’ most strategic preservation achievement.
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Sustainable Land Development Plan (SLDP) Update
13 July 2010

Board of County Commission
Presented By
Jack Kolkmeyer, Director/Growth Management Department
Robert Griego, Manager/Planning Department

PURPOSE FOR THE 2010 SLDP

Update and Evolve the 1999 Growth Management Plan

Designate specific Growth Areas (CCD)

Define Service Areas for County Water Utility (CCD)

Create a Community Planning Program — 2000-03

Create an Open Space Program — Rail Trail/COLTPAC

Create Water Conservation Program

Define Economic Development Target Industries and Preferred Locations
Provide Fiscal Integration and Responsibility — Recommended a CIP

1999 GMP was not implemented through a new Land Use Code

Redefine the Basic Planning Concept of SYSTEMS AND SETTINGS

What “systems” best work for individual, localized landscapes and environments.

Initially based on Growth Management Areas of El Norte, el Centro, Galisteo and
Estancia.

SLDP Becomes the Vision and Program for Santa Fe County for the Next 10 Years.

CURRENT PROCESS

Approximately 10 CDRC Public Hearings on SLDP

Series of workshops Held to Review SLDP

Process included SLDP Revisions and County Recommendations

CDRC Meeting Held on May 13® recommended that staff hold additional meetings to
address concerns from Southern Santa Fe County

Community Meetings held in Stanley on June 3™ and June 21%.

CDRC meeting held in Stanley on July 1%.
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CURRENT PROBLEMS AND CHALLENGES
Issues Specific to Southern Santa Fe County

o 98 specific recommended changes to SLDP submitted by Southern Santa Fe County
Landowners Association. Many of these changes submitted were to exempt the Estancia
Valley from policies outlined in the SLDP.

e Revised SLDP Draft addressed many of the comments and concerns to recognize
differences for this area while maintaining the integrity of the SLDP. These changes
were drafted after the June 21* meeting and the draft was sent to community members on
June 25® via email.

e Major concerns expressed:

o Exempt Southern Santa Fe County from the SLDP
Compact Development and Clustering requirements not favored
Lifestyle-Sprawl development patterns supported for this area
Groundwater for this area is the only water source-concern that plan restricts
development
Concerns about regulations requiring fire protection
Concerns about costs of Water Conservation requirements and water reuse
Southern Santa Fe County wants to create their own community plan
Private property rights
Regulations for Mining are prohibitive in terms of economic development
Create a Regional Plan to include other municipalities such as Edgewood and
Moriarity as well as adjacent Counties and Economic Development
o Create an Economic Development Program specific to this area

000

0 000O00O0

e Revised Letter from southern Santa Fe County Landowners Association identified 23
issues that “at a minimum that all of our changes be inserted in this SLDP” along with
comments from the CDRC meeting and that a 30-60 day time period be allocated for
citizens to review the SLDP.

e A committee was proposed to be established at the CDRC meeting to address concerns
from the residents of southern part of the County.

Overall

e Sustainability-County needs to become “sustainable”, that is, more efficient and self-
reliant

e Create Jobs — Where and How? Redefine the roles of Agriculture, Renewable Energy,
Tourism, Media, Construction

e Infrastructure —CIP implementation— Water, Wastewater, Broadband
(Centralized/Localized)

o Fiscal Responsibility —Equitably finance facilities and services. New development
should provide for and finance improvements required for new development. Create
a CIP, Define clear fiscal strategies (Impact Fees/TDR programs/PIDs etc)




Organize for Success including defining new Partnerships and Programs

Acknowledge geographic, locational and historic/cultural differences throughout the
County. Create specific Growth Management Area directives.

Evolve Community Planning

o Create Community Planning Organizations and Registered Organizations

o Rearrange for effective problem solving

o Existing Community Plans need to be honored and recognized

o Allow communities to amend their plans in conformance with Community
Planning Ordinance, SLDP and Code

o Allow Community Planning to recommence with adoption of SLDP by the
BCC

Mining Issues — Desire to bring forth existing mining code.

Sand and Gravel Mining to be part of existing mining code supported by community.

Petition from mining representatives to regulate in accordance with existing
regulations.

Clear Directives for Implementation and Organization, including defining new
Partnerships and Program.

Costs for Implementation of SLDP — CIP/Code

PROPOSED NEXT STEPS

o Establish committee of residents and stakeholders in southern Santa Fe
County.

o Work with committee to address concerns through mid August.

o Establish Task Force to begin planning process for southern Santa Fe
County

o Hold CDRC Public Hearing in August for recommendation on SLDP
o Hold Workshop with the Board of County Commissioners in September

o Hold Public Hearing for adoption in September/October



'The New Mexico Boys & Girls Ranches

Master Plan Zoning for

Community Service Facility for The _L Hdn(hes

Residential School Facility Gining Clecen et Familes —Sioe 1544

'[QUICK SUMMARY
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* 964 acres of land acquired from Bruce and Alice King

¢ 90% of site is open space. campus on @ 100 acres

« Rural ranch lifestyle & educational environment for disadvantaged youth

« tast hearing Tabled request and required additional community meeting with neutral facilitator
(meeting held May &, 2009)

tabbies
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EXHIBIT

Ranches Site Visit 1.

Photo Exhibit & Notes

Prepared For: Santa Fe County
Prepared By: Consensus Planning, Inc. on behalf of The New Mexico Boys and Girls Ranches
Date: 6.29.10

This document summarizes the observations taken during the site visit conducted on June 29, 2010 at the Ranches property in Santa Fe County.
The site visit was attended by Architect - Chris Willadsen, Engineer- Scott Steffen and Landscape Designer - Genieve Yorman.

Goals of Site Visit on 6.29.10:

1. Examine views of the proposed building locations at the heights that they are currently being proposed at in the Master Plan, as seen from
neighborhood roads south of the southern property line.

2. Evaluate tree heights and landscape density on southern buffer between property line and proposed buildings.

* Note: In addition to the pictures that were taken on this site walk, other photos from a previous site visit conducted by the design team are inte-
grated into this exhibit to lend to the visual explanation of the sites character (ie. terrain, slope, views, existing landscape coverage, etc.).

Process and Findings:

Access to the site occurred at the southeastern gate off of Santa Fe County Road 22 (the proposed location of the main entry to the campus). Two
group members proceeded to walk to the proposed locations of the tallest buildings being proposed on the master plan: The Chapel (24’ building
height), The Maintenance Building (24’) and the Admin/School Building (24’). A surveyors rod with tied-on colored hazard tape was used to mark
the building heights at their appropriate locations. Another person from the group stayed behind at the main entry of the gate (Sandoval Rd.) to take
pictures of the surveyors rod from the road. A series of phone call exchanges were made to sync the photography being taken from the road with
the rod in place at specific building location on the Ranches property. Due to dense evergreen native landscape, the rod was never visible from the
road and the photos taken are testimony to this. This indicates that the buildings will be difficult to see from the local roads, located just south of the
property. If the buildings are seen, it will just be the very tip of the tallest buildings (Chapel, Maintenance, and Admin/School), as all other buildings
being proposed range from 15’-8" to 19°. Also, measurements were taken on several typical evergreen trees on site to give the County a scale of
the brush and tree cover that currently exists on the site.

The following pages include:

1. An aerial that shows the context of the site with adjacent roads and access points.

2. The proposed Master - Site Plan to help orientate the location of buildings being proposed on the site.

3. Findings and images from Site Visit (6.29.10).

4. Images from previous site visit (3.28.09) to communicate terrain, slope;views antexXiStiiglgntiseape covirage.
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Site Visit 6.29.10

Panoramic photomontage at the south eastern gate off of Santa Fe County Road 22 -
The photos were shot from a 180 turn starting from the West to the East.

Facing (West) - Road Turns into Facing (North) - at proposed Main Entry for Ranches Facing (East) - Sandoval
Camino Monte Azul Rd. (County Rd. 22)

Facing (South) - at proposed Main Entry for Ranches,
a view of a neighbors driveway to their house set back
from Sandoval County Rd.

P = e

Panoramic photomontage at the intersection of a neighborhood road
with Camino Monte Azul - facing North onto the Ranches Property




Site Visit 6.29.10

Panoramic photomontage at the south eastern gate off of Santa Fe County Road 22 -
The photos were shot from a 180 turn starting from the West to the East.

Facing (West) - Road Turns into Facing (North) - at proposed Main Entry for Ranches Facing (East) - Sandoval
Camino Monte Azul Rd. (County Rd. 22)

Facing (South) - at proposed Main Entry for Ranches,
a view of a neighbors driveway to their house set back
from Sandoval County Rd.

Panoramic photomontage at the intersection of a neighborhood road
with Camino Monte Azul - facing North onto the Ranches Property
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Site Visit 3.28.(




Neighborhood Communication Efforts on behalf of The Ranches

e 2004-2005: Mike Kull of The Ranches met with the Edgewood Chamber of Commerce
and local equestrian groups regarding future hopes to bring The Ranches to the area.
There were reports about these meetings in local newspapers.

e September 30, 2009: Courtesy Ranches Neighborhood Meeting held in Cedar Grove,
6:00 pm @ the Fire Station to discuss the project and answer neighbor’s questions prior
to submitting an application.

¢ January 5, 2010: Courtesy Email to The Ranches neighbors that application had been
made to the County. It included basic information on the Ranches and the Master Plan
Project, contact information for Vicki Lucero (SF County), Nikki Kull (Ranches
Administration), Karen Marcotte (Project Planner) and Scott Steffen (Project Engineer), 3
as well as Context/Vicinity Graphics. :

e *January 27, 2010: Posting of Public Notification Signs (regarding SF CDRC Hearing of ,
the Ranches Master Plan Zoning on 2/18/10) in two locations (intersection of Sandoval ¢
Rd/Lower Mountain Rd. and Camino San Pedro Rd/Living Water Road). L

¢ *January 28, 2010: Legal Notice of SF County CDRC Public Hearing of the Ranches :
Master Plan case (on 2/18/10) was published in the Mountain View Telegraph. L

e *January 27, 2010: Notice of SF County CDRC Public Hearing of the Ranches Master J
Plan Zoning (on 2/18/10) was delivered via Certified Mail to all neighbors within 100’ of k*
the Ranches Property.

¢ February 18,2010: CDRC Meeting — Advertised public hearing in Santa Fe. The
Ranches offered tours of facilities and contacts for additional information.

o February 25, 2010: A courtesy packet was sent out to neighbors to address questions
regarding the Ranches Master Plan and Zoning Submittal. The packet included a letter
to the neighbors, a Q & A sheet, a Ranches informative brochure, and a copy of the
proposed Ranches Master Plan graphic.

e March 10, 2010: A newspaper article was written by Karen Marcotte, on behalf of the
Ranches, and was published in The Independent newspaper. The article was intended
to provide facts about the Ranches program and the proposed Master Plan/Zone Change
submitted to Santa Fe County. Again, contact information for further information was
provided in the article.

¢ March 11,2010: Emails were sent to local neighborhood representatives to see if there
was interest in a jointly planned informational meeting. Neighbors declined and wanted
their own private meeting so The Ranches set up the community meeting and invited the
public.

¢ March 16, 2010: A courtesy community meeting announcement (in form of a graphic
flier) was mailed to neighbors to invite them to a community meeting to answer questions
and concerns regarding the Ranches Master Plan. Contact information for both the
Ranches and Consensus Planning was again provided to the neighbors along with offers
to tour The Ranches facilities.



e *March 22, 2010: The Second Posting of Public Notification Signs (regarding SF County
Hearing of the Ranches Master Plan Zoning — 4/13/10 ) in two locations (intersections of
Sandoval Rd/Lower Mountain Rd. and Camino San Pedro Rd/Living Water Road).

¢ *March 18, 2010: The Second round of Public Hearing Notices regarding the Ranches
Master Plan Zoning hearing at Santa Fe County (4/13/10) were delivered via Certified
Mail to all neighbors within 100’ of the Ranches Property.

e *March 18, 2010: The Second Legal Notice of Public Hearing regarding the Ranches
Master Plan Zoning was published in the Mountain View Telegraph newspaper regarding
the 4/13/10 hearing at Santa Fe County.

¢ March 24, 2010: A courtesy community meeting announcement was published in The
Independent newspaper, inviting everyone from the community who is interested in The
Ranches project to attend. Notices were also sent to the Santa Fe New Mexican and
Mountain View Telegraph.

o April 6, 2010: A courtesy neighborhood community meeting regarding the Ranches
Master Plan Zoning application was held in the Edgewood Community Center at 7:00 pm
to provide additional information and answer questions.

o April 8,2010: A courtesy email was sent to neighbors who attended the 4/6/10
Community Meeting on how to obtain a copy of the Ranches Master Plan book at
Albuquerque Reprographics. Coordination, quotes and printing details were put forth by
the Ranches project team in response to requests from the neighborhood.

o April 28,2010: A newspaper article was written by Karen Marcotte, on behalf of the
Ranches, and was published in The Independent newspaper. The article was intended
to provide facts about the Ranches program and the proposed Master Plan/Zone Change
submitted to Santa Fe County.

o *April 13, 2010: Board of County Commission hearing. Tabled with request to have
another community meeting.

¢ May 6,2009: A community meeting held in Edgewood, facilitated by a neutral third party
(Rosemary Romero). This meeting was held at the request of BCC following the April 13,
2010 meeting.

¢ June and July, 2010: Respond to information requests from public and County staff.
Provided additional site photos showing 24’ height screening by using a surveyor’s rod.

e *July 13,2010: Board of County Commission hearing.

“Required by Santa Fe County

Note: The above list does not include over 50 individual phone calls/emails communicating with
the neighbors in response to The Ranches application.



EXHIBIT

bk

July 13, 2010

To: Santa Fe County Commissioners

Santa Fe County Manager

The New Mexico Native American members of the Galisteo Basin Archaeological Sites Committee have
learned about the 2:00 PM meeting with the Santa Fe County Board of Commissioner to discuss the
county’s master plan dealing with the proposed New Mexico Boys and Girls Ranch. -

The archaeological discoveries on the Ranch site has not been discussed with the New Mexico <Y
Tribal governments, and therefore are strongly proposing that the Santa Fe County Board of b
Commissioners table this agenda items until Tribal governments have an opportunity to review, ,
assess these significant aboriginal site for fuller participation in this Master Plan development. "

s

The following Tribal Galisteo Basin Archaeological committee representatives officially make

this important request.

Frd Aifoct (il

Tesuque Representative Ohkay Owin

#
' / -
Santa Ana Regpresentative ewa Representative an Tdé

IITM™ S TT .11

L Joo (M—

h Reprigsentative Santa Clara Representative
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Petition for Temporary Moratorium on all Re-Zoning within Santa Fe

County

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to place a moratorium on all zoning changes
within Santa Fe County until the Sustainable Land Proposal is codified. The effectiveness and meaning of the SLDP would
be compromised by a re-zoning decision made prior to its adoption. Sound planning would be advanced by re-zoning policy

decisions guided by the SLDP.
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Petition for Temporary Moratorium on all Re-Zoning within Santa Fe

County

Action petitioned for

decisions guided by the SLDP.

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to place a moratorium on all zoning changes
within Santa Fe County until the Sustainable Land Proposal is codified. The effectiveness and meaning of the SLDP would
be compromised by a re-zoning decision made prior to its adoption. Sound planning would be advanced by re-zoning policy
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Petition for Temporary Moratorium on all Re-Zoning within Santa Fe

County

Action petitioned for

decisions guided by the SLDP.

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to place a moratorium on alf zoning changes
within Santa Fe County until the Sustainable Land Proposal is codified. The effectiveness and meaning of the SLDP would
be compromised by a re-zoning decision made prior to its adoption. Sound planning would be advanced by re-zoning policy
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Petition for Temporary Moratorium on all Re-Zoning within Santa Fe

County

\We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to place a moratorium on all zoning changes

Action petitioned for s who urge our leaders to act now to place a moratorium on all 2
lwithin Santa Fe County until the Sustainable Land Proposal is codified. The effectiveness and meaning of the SLDP would be
compromised by a_re-zoning decision made prior to its adoption. Sound planning would be advanced by re-zoning policy
decisions quided by the SLDP.
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Petition for Temporary Moratorium on all Re-Zoning within Santa Fe

County

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to place a moratorium on all zoning changes
within Santa Fe County until the Sustainable Land Proposal is codified. The effectiveness and meaning of the SLDP would
be compromised by a re-zoning decision made prior to its adoption. Sound planning would be advanced by re-zoning policy

decisions guided by the SLDP.
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Petition for Temporary Moratorium on all Re-Zoning within Santa Fe

County

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to place a moratorium on all zoning changes
within Santa Fe County until the Sustainable Land Proposal is codified. The effectiveness and meaning of the SLDP would
be compromised by a re-zoning decision made prior to its adoption. Sound planning would be advanced by re-zoning policy
decisions guided by the SLDP.

Printed Name

Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition for Temporary Moratorium on all Re-Zoning within Santa Fe

County

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to place a moratorium on all zoning changes
within Santa Fe County until the Sustainable Land Proposal is codified. The effectiveness and meaning of the SLDP would
be compromised by a re-zoning decision made prior to its adoption. Sound planning would be advanced by re-zoning policy

decisions guided by the SLDP.
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Petition for Temporary Moratorium on all Re-Zoning within Santa Fe

County

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to place a moratorium on all zoning changes
within Santa Fe County until the Sustainable Land Proposal is codified. The effectiveness and meaning of the SLDP would
. | be compromised by a re-zoning decision made prior to its adoption. Sound planning would be advanced by re-zoning policy

decisions guided by the SLDP.
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Petition for Temporary Moratorium on all Re-Zoning within Santa Fe County

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to place a moratorium on all zoning changes
within Santa Fe County until the Sustainable Land Development Plan is codified. The effectiveness and meaning of the
SLDP would be compromised by a re-zoning decision made prior to its adoption. Sound planning would be advanced by re-

zoning policy decisions guided by the SLDP.
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Petition for Temporary Moratorium on all Re-

Zoning within Santa Fe County
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Action petitioned for

\We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge ourﬁ‘eaders to act now to place ar

within Santa Fe County until the Sustainable Land Proposal is codified. The effectiveness ¢

compromised by a re-zoning decision made prior to its adoption. Sound planning would be

decisions guided by the SLDP.
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Petition for Temporary Moratorium on all Re-Zoning within Santa Fe
County

Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to place a moratorium on all zoning changes
within Santa Fe County until the Sustainable Land Proposal is codified. The effectiveness and meaning of the SLDP would
be compromised by a re-zoning decision made prior to its adoption. Sound planning would be advanced by re-zoning policy
decisions guided by the SLDP.

Printed Name Sighature Address Comment Date
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¢ Temporary Moratorium on all Re-Zoning within Santa Fe
County

Actlon petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to place a moratorium on all zoning changes
within Santa Fe County until the Sustainable Land Proposal is codified. The effectiveness and meaning of the SLDP would

be compromised by a re-zoning decision made prior to its adoption. Sound planning would be advanced by re-zoning policy
decisions guided by the SLDP.
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From: chuck <chuck_eggers@q.com>
Subject: Petition to oppose any re-zoning changes in Cedar Grove/South Mountain

Date: July 8, 2010 7:05:18 AM MDT
To: Chuck_cathy@qg.com

If you oppose the Ranches build here in the Cedar Grove South Mountain area, you need to make a copy
of this petition, signed and dated and drop it off at 61 Living Water Road by Monday 7-12-2010. Please
try to get as many people as possible to sign it. Signees do not have to live in this area, they just have to
oppose the proposed development. We will present this petition at the BCC meeting this Tuesday. We
also need everyone who can attend the Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners Meeting on Tuesday
7-13-10 at S5pm. We will be caravanning and carpooling from the Rahal's place at 39 Sandoval Rd at
3:30 pm that day so if anyone doesn't want to make the trek alone you can meet here. Call me at 331-
2974 if you have any questlons "3'}

Petltlon to Oppose Re Zonlng Request by the Ranches &”
Consensus Planning

Petition summary” Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area of ! ;
and background Santa Fe County to a Community Service Facility g
Action petitioned We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board of M
for Commissioners to act now to disapprove the request for a Community Service Facility ! i

Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning i J

Printed Name Slgnature | Address Comment | Dpate
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chuck

From: chuck [chuck_eggers@q.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 08, 2010 7:05 AM - g g . (0%0(/
To: Chuck_cathy@g.com g »
Subject: Petition to oppose any re-zoning changes in Cedar Grove/South Mountain ggfl %

Importance: High

If you oppose the Ranches build here in the Cedar Grove South Mountain area, you need to make
a copy of this petition, signed and dated and drop it off at 61 Living Water Road by Monday 7-
12-2010. Please try to get as many people as possible to sign it. Signees do not have to live in
this area, they just have to oppose the proposed development. We will present this petition at the
BCC meeting this Tuesday. We also need everyone who can attend the Santa Fe County Board
of Commissioners Meeting on Tuesday 7-13-10 at Spm. We will be caravanning and carpooling
from the Rahal's place at 39 Sandoval Rd at 3:30 pm that day so if anyone doesn't want to make
the trek alone you can meet here. Call me at 331-2974 if you have any questions

Petition to Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the
Ranches & Consensus Planning

Petition summary Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar &
and background Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community Service Facility

Action petitioned We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County

for Board of Commissioners to act now to disapprove the request for a ;’:
Community Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus 3
Planning k4
Printed Name | Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the Ranches & Consensus

Planning

Petition summary and
‘background

Service Facility

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners to act now to
disapprove the request for a Community Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning
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Printed Name Signature Address fomment Date
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Petition to Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the Ranches & Consensus

Planning

Petition summary and
‘background

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community

Service Facility

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners to act now to

disapprove the request for a Community Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

] Dcowlé%zmﬂv
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Petition to Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the Ranches & Consensus

Planning

Petition summary and’
‘background

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches In the Cedar Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community
Service Facility

Action petitioned for

We, the undersighed, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners to act now to
disapprove the request for a Community Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

Printed Name

Signature / | Address Comment Date
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Petition to oppose any re-zoning changes in Cedar Grove/South Mou...

1 of 2

Subjeet: Prtioon 1o focrpen mmWhCnhletS«nan.'n
From: “chuck” <¢

Date: Thu % Junmnnwsnc-nwo

Tox <Chnek_catt (g com=

If you oppose the Ranches build here in the Cedar Grove South Mountain area, you need to make a
copy of this petition, signed and dated and drop it off at 61 Living Water Road by Monday 7-12-2010.
Please try to get as many people as possible to sign it. Signees do not have to live in this area, they just
have to oppose the proposed development. We will present this petition at the BCC meeting this
Tuesday. We also need everyone who can attend the Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners Meeting
on Tuesday 7-13-10 at Spm. We will be caravanning and carpooling from the Rahal's place at 39
Sandoval Rd at 3:30 pm that day so if anyone doesn't want to make the trek alone you can meet here.
Call me at 331-2974 if you have any questlons

Petltlon to Oppose Re- Zonlng Request by the Ranches
& Consensus Planning

Petition summary
and background

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area

of Santa Fe County to a Community Service Facility

Action petitioned
for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County
Board of Commissioners to act now to disapprove the request for a Community

Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

Printed Name Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the Ranches & Consensus

Planning

' Petition summary and
background

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches In the Cedar Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community
Service Facility

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners to act now to
disapprove the request for a Community Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

Printed Name Signature Address Comment Date
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chuck }
“) / Y
/"’ /ﬁ "? !JS
From: chuck [chuck_eggers@gqg.com] /2 a C \ 7 =
Sent: Thursday, July 08, 2010 7:05 AM — Y /‘/ P
To: Chuck_cathy@q.com \L y Q‘//K 4 -'/Z__Ll,y/
Subject: Petition to oppose any re-zoning changes in Cedar G /South Mountain

——

Importance: High

If you oppose the Ranches build here in the Cedar Grove ea, you need to make
a copy of this petition, signed and dated and drop it off &t 61 Living Water Road by Monday 7-
12-2010. Please try to get as many people as possible to sign it. Signees do not have to live in
this area, they just have to oppose the proposed development. We will present this petition at the
BCC meeting this Tuesday. We also need everyone who can attend the Santa Fe County Board
of Commissioners Meeting on Tuesday 7-13-10 at Spm. We will be caravanning and carpooling
from the Rahal's place at 39 Sandoval Rd at 3: at day so if anyone doesn't want to make
the trek alone you can meet here. Call me gt 331-2974 \f you have any questions

— i~

/ PetItIOI:(tO Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the
lp __Ranches & Consensus Planning

Petition summary Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar
and background Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community Service Facility

Action petitioned We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County

for Board of Commissioners %o act now to disapprove the request for a
Community Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus
Planning
Printed Name &t% Address Comment Datg |
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Petition to Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the Ranches & Consensus

Planning

Petition summary and
background

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community

| Service Facility

Action petitioned for |

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners to act now to

| disapprove the request for a Community Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

Printed Name Signature | Address  _ [//(,/ Comment T TDate

Lt st /éag/ @%%/ ,Wis%/( wz/a/r- ,oi/ >/ es / F-/27C
“\ evih Mt R Lok cedmefull o

RGBCW# /@Ma\ yﬁ;-% ‘Es\uewaod UM 8?{06‘ cvaloa Y F 12 ~1D




Petition to oppose any re-zoning changes in Cedar Grove/South Mou...

1 of2

Kubject: Prtation [o oppos iy re-7ovng changes o Codar Grove South Mounkain
From: “chuck” <chirk_cggmi@.com>
Datr: Thu, § ha 2010 07-05:18 0600

To: <Clouck_cathy@q.com>

If you oppose the Ranches build here in the Cedar Grove South Mountain area, you need to make a

copy of this petition, signed and dated and drop it off at 61 Living Wa

ad by Monday 7-12-2010.

Please try to get as many people as possible to sign it. Signees do not have to live in this area, they just
have to oppose the proposed development. We will present this petition at the BCC meeting this
Tuesday. We also need everyone who can attend the Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners Meeting
on Tuesday 7-13-10 at 5pm. We will be caravanning and carpooling from the Rahal's place at 39
Sandoval Rd at 3:30 pm that day so if anyone doesn't want to make the trek alone you can meet here.
Call me at 331-2974 if you have any questions

Petltlon to Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the Ranches
& Consensus Planning

Petition summary
and background

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area
of Santa Fe County to a Community Service Facility

Action petitioned
for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County 5
Board of Commissioners to act now to disapprove the request for a Community
Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

Printed Name SI nature Address Comment Date ;':'fiai
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Sharon Hughes

From: "chuck” <chuck_eggers@g.com>

To: <Chuck_cathy@g.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 08, 2010 7:05 AM

Subject:  Petition to oppose any re-zoning changes in Cedar Grove/South Mountain

If you oppose the Ranches build here in the Cedar Grove i ou need to make
a copy of this petition, signed and dated and drop it off at61 Living Water Road by Monday 7-

122NN Plosss 40 ~ot qe many penple 2¢ possible to sign it Signees do not have to live in
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Petition to Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the
Ranches & Consensus Planning

Petition summary
el Byao L 2!
Action petitic
for
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Mike and Susan Dezavelle

From: "chuck" <chuck_eggers@qg.com>
To: "Cathy & Chuck" <chuck_cathy@q.com>
Sent: Monday, July 12, 2010 6:20 AM

Subject: FW: Petition to oppose any re-zoning changes in Cedar Grove/South Mountain

I’'m re-sending this petition as a reminder to please get us your signed petitions today if possible. Want to
thank all those who have signed the petition and we have quite a few but we are still missing many of you
whao are signed up with the SMNA. Please drop them by my place at 61 Living Water rd or call 331-2974
an we can pick them up at your place. This is down to the wire and we really believe this could have
impact.

Thanks,

Chuck

From: chuck [mailto:chuck_eggers@q.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 08, 2010 7:05 AM

To: 'Chuck_cathy@qg.com'

Subject: Petition to oppose any re-zoning changes in Cedar Grove/South Mountain
Importance: High

If you oppose the Ranches build here in the Cedar Grove South Mountain area, you need to make
a copy of this petition, signed and dated and drop it off at 61 Living Water Road by Monday 7-
12-2010. Please try to get as many people as possible to sign it. Signees do not have to live in
this area, they just have to oppose the proposed development. We will present this petition at the
BCC meeting this Tuesday. We also need everyone who can attend the Santa Fe County Board
of Commissioners Meeting on Tuesday 7-13-10 at Spm. We will be caravanning and carpooling
from the Rahal's place at 39 Sandoval Rd at 3:30 pm that day so if anyone doesn't want to make
the trek alone you can meet here. Call me at 331-2974 if you have any questions

Petition to Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the
Ranches & Consensus Planning

Petition summary Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar
and background Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community Service Facility
Action petitioned We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County
for Board of Commissioners to act now to disapprove the request for a
Community Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus
Planning
Printed Name Siénature Address Comment Date
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chuck

From: chuck [chuck_eggers@q.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 08, 2010 7:05 AM
To: Chuck_cathy@g.com

Subject: Petition to oppose any re-zoning changes in Cedar Grove/South Mountain

Importance: High

If you oppose the Ranches build here in the Cedar Grove South Mountain area, you need to make
a copy of this petition, signed and dated and drop it off at 61 Living Water Road by Monday 7-
12-2010. Please try to get as many people as possible to sign it. Signees do not have to live in
this area, they just have to oppose the proposed development. We will present this petition at the
BCC meeting this Tuesday. We also need everyone who can attend the Santa Fe County Board
of Commissioners Meeting on Tuesday 7-13-10 at Spm. We will be caravanning and carpooling
from the Rahal's place at 39 Sandoval Rd at 3:30 pm that day so if anyone doesn't want to make
the trek alone you can meet here. Call me at 331-2974 if you have any questions

Petition to Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the
Ranches & Consensus Planning

Petition summary | Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar

and background Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community Service Facility

Action petitioned We, the undersigned, are concemed citizens who urge our Santa Fe County

for Board of Commissioners to act now to disapprove the request for a
Community Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus
‘Planning

Printed Name | Sigiature Address Comment Date
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chuck

From: chuck [chuck_eggers@q.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 08, 2010 7:05 AM
To: Chuck_cathy@q.com

Subject: Petition to oppose any re-zoning changes in Cedar Grove/South Mountain

importance: High

If you oppose the Ranches build here in the Cedar Grove South Mountain area, you need to make
a copy of this petition, signed and dated and drop it off at 61 Living Water Road by Monday 7-
12-2010. Please try to get as many people as possible to sign it. Signees do not have to live in
this area, they just have to oppose the proposed development. We will present this petition at the
BCC meeting this Tuesday. We also need everyone who can attend the Santa Fe County Board
of Commissioners Meeting on Tuesday 7-13-10 at 5Spm. We will be caravanning and carpooling
from the Rahal's place at 39 Sandoval Rd at 3:30 pm that day so if anyone doesn't want to make
the trek alone you can meet here. Call me at 331-2974 if you have any questions

. Snibs  Ban

Petition to Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the
Ranches & Consensus Planning

Petition summary | Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar
and background Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community Service Fadility
Action petitioned We, the undersigned, are concemned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County

for Board of Commissioners to act now to disapprove the request for a
Community Service Fadility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus
Planning

Printed Name | Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to oppose any re-zoning changes in Cedar Grove/South Mou...

1 of2

abjet: Petition 10 0ppose any se-zoming changeot 1 Ceddas Grove South Moxntain

F‘rwn “ehuek” «quw
 Tha, § Jul 2010 07:05:1% 0600
Tor muﬁ;’uw

If you oppose the Ranches build here in the Cedar Grove South Mountain area, you need to make a
copy of this petition, signed and dated and drop it off at 61 Living Water Road by Monday 7-12-2010.
Please try to get as many people as possible to sign it. Signees do not have to live in this area, they just
have to oppose the proposed development. We will present this petition at the BCC meeting this
Tuesday. We also need everyone who can attend the Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners Meeting
on Tuesday 7-13-10 at 5Spm. We will be caravanning and carpooling from the Rahal's place at 39
Sandoval Rd at 3:30 pm that day so if anyone doesn't want to make the trek alone you can meet here.
Call me at 331-2974 if you have any questlons

Petltlon to Oppose Re- Zonmg Request by the Ranches
& Consensus Planning

Petition summary
and background

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area
of Santa Fe County to a Community Service Facility

Action petitioned
for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County
Board of Commissioners to act now to disapprove the request for a Community
Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

Printed Name

Signature

Address

Comment

Date
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chuck

From: chuck [chuck_eggers@q.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 08, 2010 7:05 AM
To: Chuck_cathy@gq.com

Subject: Petition to oppose any re-zoning changes in Cedar Grove/South Mountain

Importance: High

If you oppose the Ranches build here in the Cedar Grove South Mountain area, you need to make
a copy of this petition, signed and dated and drop it off at 61 Living Water Road by Monday 7-
12-2010. Please try to get as many people as possible to sign it. Signees do not have to live in
this area, they just have to oppose the proposed development. We will present this petition at the
BCC meeting this Tuesday. We also need everyone who can attend the Santa Fe County Board
of Commissioners Meeting on Tuesday 7-13-10 at Spm. We will be caravanning and carpooling
from the Rabal's place at 39 Sandoval Rd at 3:30 pm that day so if anyone doesn't want to make
the trek alone you can meet here. Call me at 331-2974 if you have any questions

Petition to Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the
Ranches & Consensus Planning

Petition summary Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar
and background Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community Service Facility
Action petitioned We, the undersigned, are concermed citizens who urge our Santa Fe County
for Board of Commissioners to act now to disapprove the request for a
Community Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus
J|. Planning
Printed Name | Signature Address Comment
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Petition to Oppoéé Re-ZomngRequest by the Ranches & Consensus

Planning

Petition summary and
-background

Service Facllity

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community

Adtion petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners to act now to
disapprove the request for a Community Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

Printed Name

Signature

Address Comment

Date
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Petition to oppose any re-zoning changes in Cedar Grove/South Moun...

1 of 2

YAHOO!, MAIL

Petition to oppose any re-zoning changes in Cedar Grove/South Mountain

From:

"chuck" <chuck_eggers@g.com>

To: Chuck_cathy@g.com

Thursday, July 8, 20

§970
http://us.mc657.mail.yahoo.com/me/show Mescsfage?ﬁd=[nbox&mid=...

10 7:05 AM

If you oppose the Ranches build here in the Cedar Grove South Mountain area, you need to make
a copy of this petition, signed and dated and drop it off at 61 Living Water Road by Monday
7-12-2010. Please try to get as many people as possible to sign it. Signees do not have to live in
this area, they just have to oppose the proposed development. We will present this petition at the
BCC meeting this Tuesday. We also need everyone who can attend the Santa Fe County Board of
Commissioners Meeting on Tuesday 7-13-10 at 5Spm. We will be caravanning and carpooling from
the Rahal's place at 39 Sandoval Rd at 3:30 pm that day so if anyone doesn't want to make the
trek alone you can meet here. Call me at 331-2974 if you have any questions

Petition to Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the
Ranches & Consensus Planning

Petition summary
and background

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove
area of Santa Fe County to a Community Service Facility

Action petitioned
for

Planning

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County
Board of Commissioners to act now to disapprove the request for a
Community Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus

Printed Name

Signature

Address

Comment

Date
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Petition to Oppose Re Zonmg Request by the Ranches & Consensus

Planning

Petition summary and
background

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community
Service Facility

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board of Commissloners to act now to
disapprove the request for a Community Service Facllity Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

Printed Name

Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Oppose Re-Zonmg Request by the Ranches & Consensus

Planning
Petition summary and Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community
background Service Facility
Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners to act now to
‘ disapprove the request for a Community Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning
Printed Name Signature Address Comment Date
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Page 1 of 2

Srs

From: "chuck" <chuck_eggers@q.com>

To: <Chuck_cathy@qg.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 08, 2010 7:05 AM

Subject:  Petition to oppose any re-zoning changes in Cedar Grove/South Mountain

If you oppose the Ranches build here in the Cedar Grove South Mountain area, you need to make a copy
of this petition, signed and dated and drop it off at 61 Living Water Road by Monday 7-12-2010. Please
try to get as many people as possible to sign it. Signees do not have to live in this area, they just have to
oppose the proposed development. We will present this petition at the BCC meeting this Tuesday. We
also need everyone who can attend the Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners Meeting on Tuesday
7-13-10 at Spm. We will be caravanning and carpooling from the Rahal's place at 39 Sandoval Rd at
3:30 pm that day so if anyone doesn't want to make the trek alone you can meet here. Call me at 331-
2974 if you have any questions

Petition to Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the Ranches
& Consensus Planning

and background

Petition summary

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area
of Santa Fe County to a Community Service Facility

Action petitioned
for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board
of Commissioners to act now to disapprove the request for a Community Service

Al

Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

Printed Name

Signature..

Address

Comment

Date
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From: "chuck" <chuck_eggers@q.com>

To: <Chuck_cathy@qg.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 08, 2010 7:05 AM

Subject:  Petition to oppose any re-zoning changes in Cedar Grove/South Mountain

If you oppose the Ranches build here in the Cedar Grove South Mountain area, you need to make a copy
of this petition, signed and dated and drop it off at 61 Living Water Road by Monday 7-12-2010. Please
try to get as many people as possible to sign it. Signees do not have to live in this area, they just have to
oppose the proposed development. We will present this petition at the BCC meeting this Tuesday. We
also need everyone who can attend the Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners Meeting on Tuesday
7-13-10 at Spm. We will be caravanning and carpooling from the Rahal's place at 39 Sandoval Rd at
3:30 pm that day so if anyone doesn't want to make the trek alone you can meet here. Call me at 331-
2974 if you have any questions

Petition to Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the Ranches
& Consensus Planning

and background

Petition summary

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area
of Santa Fe County to a Community Service Facility

Action petitioned
for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board
of Commissioners to act now to disapprove the request for a Community Service
Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

Printed Name Slgnature Address Comment Date
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Srs

From: "chuck" <chuck_eggers@q.com>
To: <Chuck_cathy@qg.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 08, 2010 7.05 AM

Subject:  Petition to oppose any re-zoning changes in Cedar Grove/South Mountain

If you oppose the Ranches build here in the Cedar Grove South Mountain area, you need to make a copy
of this petition, signed and dated and drop it off at 61 Living Water Road by Monday 7-12-2010. Please
try to get as many people as possible to sign it. Signees do not have to live in this area, they just have to
oppose the proposed development. We will present this petition at the BCC meeting this Tuesday. We
also need everyone who can attend the Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners Meeting on Tuesday
7-13-10 at Spm. We will be caravanning and carpooling from the Rahal's place at 39 Sandoval Rd at
3:30 pm that day so if anyone doesn't want to make the trek alone you can meet here. Call me at 331-
2974 if you have any questions

Petition to Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the Ranches
& Consensus Planning

Petition summary Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area

and background of Santa Fe County to a Community Service Facility

Action petitioned We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board

for of Commissioners to act now to disapprove the request for a Community Service
Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

Printed Name Signature p Address Comment Date
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Petition to Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the
Ranches & Consensus Planning

Petition summary
and background

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove
area of Santa Fe County to a Community Service Facility

Action petitioned
for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County
Board of Commissioners to act now to disapprove the request for a
Community Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

Printed Name ( Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Oppose Re-Zonmg Request by the Ranches & Consensus
- Planning
Petition summary and Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community
-background Service Facility
Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board of Commissloners to act now to

disapprove the request for a Community Service Facllity Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

Printed Name Signature Address - Comment Date
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Petition to Oppose Re- Zonlng Request by the Ranches & Consensus

Planning

Petition summary and
-background

Service Facility

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community

Action petitioned for

| We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners to act now to
disapprove the request for a Community Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning
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Petition to Oppose Re Zonmg ﬁequest by the Ranches & Consensus

Planning

Petition summary and
background

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community
Service Facllity

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board of Commissloners to act now to
disapprove the request for a Community Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

Printed Name Slgnature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Oppose Re-Zohmg Request by the Ranches & Consensus

Pt

Planning

Petition summary and
background

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community

Service Facility

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners to act now to

disapprove the request for a Community Service Facllity Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

Printed Name

Signature

Address

Comment
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Petition to Oppt;ééﬁ'l'ie-io '

Planning

ning Request by the Ranches & Consensus

Petition summary and
-background

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community

Service Facility

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners to act now to

disapprove the request for a Community Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

Printed Name

Signature

Address

Comment

Date
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Petition to Oppose Re- Zonmg Request by the Ranches & Consensus

Planning

Petition summary and
background

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community
Service Faclility

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners to act now to
disapprove the request for a Community Service Facllity Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

Ao s 5,,10/[.

Tt _Sveler

Printed Name Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Oppose Re-Zoning Request by the Ranches & Consensus

Planning

Petition summary and
-background

Oppose re-zoning 965 acres of land owned by the Ranches in the Cedar Grove area of Santa Fe County to a Community
Service Facility

Action petitioned for

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners to act now to
disapprove the request for a Community Service Facility Re-zone from the Ranches and Consensus Planning

Printed Name

Signature Address Comment ' Date
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EXHIBIT

/0

Water quality and Total Dissolved Solids (TDS)

TDS is known as a secondary contaminant. Secondary contaminants are
not directly linked to health concerns, but may affect the taste, color, odor
or other aesthetic aspect of drinking water.

Current water quality tests as provided by Sandstone Pines indicate that
water is suitable for drinking and other household use.

When secondary contaminant levels exceed standards the County Code
requires that this be disclosed in the subdivision disclosure statement,
along with expected adverse effects and recommended treatment.

Type of treatment may include water softeners and Reverse Osmosis

systems.

Reverse Osmosis systems are advanced technology systems and have a £

recovery rate as high as 85%.




