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Vicki Lucero, Building and Development Services Manager“;'f*J

Wayne Dalton, Building and Development Services Supervisor wP

FILE REF.: CDRC CASE MIS #13-5200 Oshara Village Master Plan Amendment

ISSUE:

Homewise Inc. and Century Bank, Applicants, Design Enginuity, Agent, request a Master Plan
Amendment to rezone 26 live/work lots into 26 residential townhome lots (Lots 76-85 and 92-
107), to rezone 10 live/work lots to 7 residential patio lots (145-154) and to rezone 17
commercial lots to 9 residential patio lots (Lots 7-15 and 20-27). The request also includes
approval to create 5 residential patio home lots on Tract C which was designated reserved, open
space.

The property is located in Oshara Village, via Richards Avenue, within the Community College
District, within Section 16, Township 16 North, Range 9 East (Commission District 5).

Yicinity Map:

Site Location

o1

Urg gt v iME Corynge CIMINOCINIE, 7" Cap—



SUMMARY:

On April 30, 2002, the Extraterritorial Zoning Authority (EZA) granted Master Plan approval for
a mixed-use development formerly known as “Oshara Ranch.” The development consisted of
735 residential units and 1.7 million square feet of commercial space and 246 acres of open
space/park/plaza areas on 471 acres, to be developed in eight (8) phases (Refer to April 30, 2002
EZA Meeting Minutes attached as Exhibit 5).

On October 28, 2004, the EZA granted a Master Plan Amendment to the previously approved
Oshara Ranch in order to change the phasing of the project (Refer to October 28, 2004 EZA
Meeting Minutes attached as Exhibit 6).

On January 11, 2005, the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) granted Preliminary
Development Plan and Plat approval for Phase 1 of the Oshara development.

On June 14, 2005, the BCC granted Final Plat and Development Plan approval for Phase 1 of the
Oshara Village development which consisted of 175 residential lots and 136,000 sq. ft. of
commercial space on 74 lots on a total of 37.78 acres in accordance with the previously approved
Master Plan (refer to June 14, 2005, BCC Meeting Minutes attached as Exhibit 7).

Since the time of approval, the necessary infrastructure, including roads and utility lines have
been installed and more than 59 homes are occupied within Oshara Village.

In 2008, the nationwide economic downturn greatly impacted the project’s execution and the
developers could not meet their obligations. The project mortgages were set up so that if the
developer failed, the banks would take over ownership of the remaining lots.

The Applicant’s now request to modify the zoning on Lots 76-85 and 92-107 from 26 live/work
lots to 26 residential townhome lots, Lots 145-154 from 10 live/work lots to 7 residential patio
home lots and Lots 7-15 and 20-27 from 17 commercial lots to 9 residential patio home lots. The
request also includes approval to create 5 residential patio home lots on Tract C which was
designated as reserved, open space on the original recorded plat.

The primary reason for the request is to address changing market conditions, as they see little
market for live-work units or small commercial lots in Oshara Village. Currently there are 42
live-work lots within Phase 1, and under the proposal, 36 of those lots would be developed as 26
residential townhome lots and 7 residential patio home lots. The other six would remain live-
work lots.

There currently are 23 commercial lots, The Applicants state that 17 of the commercial lots
which are located at the far eastern side of the Oshara development site are not suitable for
commercial projects as they are not visible from the main traffic thoroughfares and are small lots
ranging in size from 2,345 to 4,250 square feet. However, patio home buyers have shown interest



in them, given their location adjacent to Oshara’s open space. Therefore, the Applicants are
proposing to rezone those 17 commercial lots to 9 residential patio home lots.

In addition, the Applicants request approval to create 5 patio home lots on Tract C which was
designated as reserved open space. The tracts will front Willow Back Road which is complete
with all necessary utilities in the roadway. The lots will have a minimum setback of 350 feet
from Richard’s Avenue. The project will still provide the required 50% open space.

If the requested Master Plan Amendment is granted, the development of the 26 townhomes will
proceed promptly, as no lot line or infrastructure modifications would be necessary. The lots for
the patio homes are larger than the existing live-work and commercial lots requiring
modifications to lot lines and utilities that would require the Applicant to return to the County
with a development plan and lot line adjustment plat for this portion of the project as well as a
request for Preliminary and Final Plat and Development Plan approval for the 5 lots being
created on Tract C. Overall the net result of the proposed changes would be a 6-lot decrease in
density with respect to the original plan.

Article V, § 5.2.1.b states; “a Master Plan is comprehensive in establishing the scope of a
project, yet is less detailed than a Development Plan. It provides a means for the County
Development Review Committee and the Board to review projects and the sub-divider to obtain
concept approval for proposed development without the necessity of expending large sums of
money for the submittals required for a Preliminary and Final Plat approval”.

This Application was submitted on June 7, 2013.

Growth Management staff have reviewed this Application for compliance with pertinent
Code requirements and finds the project is in compliance with County criteria for this type
of request.

APPROVAL SOUGHT: Master Plan Amendment to convert 26 live/work lots into
26 residential townhome lots, 10 live/work lots into 7
residential patio home lots and 17 commercial lots into 9
residential patio home lots and to create 5 patio home lots
on Tract C, which was designated as reserved open space.

GROWTH MANAGEMENT El Centro, SDA-2

AREA:

LOCATION: Oshara Village is located on the east side of Richards
Avenue, south of 1-25 and north of the Santa Fe
Community College.

ZONING ALLOWANCES: The minimum residential density that is required in a



AFFORDABLE HOUSING:

OPEN SPACE:

ACCESS/TRAFFIC:

village zone community center/neighborhood is 3.5 units
per acre. The Applicant is proposing approximately 5 units
per acre.

Oshara Village was required to provide 15% affordable
housing. That was based on 15% of 175 residential lots for
a requirement of 26.25 affordable units. The developer
agreed to do 27 affordable units. Of the 27 affordable units
required, all but 7 have been developed. There was no
affordable housing obligation imposed on the creation of
commercial lots.

The Applicants now propose to create 11 additional
residential lots for a total of 186 residential lots. With the
15% affordable requirement applied to the 186 residential
lots, the development must include 28 affordable units.
Therefore, one more affordable unit is required.

The Community College District Ordinance requires 50%
open space within a project. The original project had 42.30
acres of open space, or 50.4%. A lot line adjustment was
done in March 2013, which altered the lot lines of 9 Estate
lots to address a modification of the adjacent FEMA flood
zone which brought the total acreage of open space to
43.69 acres or 52%.

The proposed request to create 5 residential patio home lots
in the designated reserved open space will amount to .66
acres which will decrease the open space to 43.03 acres or
51.2% open space.

Access is directly off Richards Avenue via two access
points and the project developer constructed a 2-lane paved
road connection between Richards Avenue and Rabbit
Road, which helps alleviate some traffic on Rodeo Road
and Richards Avenue.

The proposed development will not affect the operation
level of the existing roadways and intersections due to a
reduction in peak hour traffic. Therefore, Santa Fe County
Public Works Department stated an updated TIA was not
required.



ARCHAEOLOGY:

FIRE PROTECTION:

WATER SUPPLY:

WASTEWATER:

TERRAIN MANAGEMENT:

AGENCY REVIEW:

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

NMDOT stated the study provided did not include any
traffic analysis for the subdivision.

An Archaeological survey was conducted at the Master
Plan level which yielded two significant sites, however,
neither one of these sites impacts this Phase.

Fire hydrants are installed throughout the development.

Santa Fe County Water utility serves the development.
Residential water use is estimated at 0.15 acre feet per
dwelling with a water restriction of 0.12 acre feet per unit.
This will be accomplished through water conservation
measures and the use of treated effluent for landscaping
and flushing toilets within commercial buildings as well as
collection of roof drainage for landscaping.

A wastewater treatment plant serves the development.
The Arroyo Hondo, which is a significant drainage course,

extends through the development. The drainage course is
reserved as part of the permanent open space

Agency Recommendation

SFC Fire Approval with Conditions
SFC Public Works Approval

SFC Utilities No Response

SFC Planning No Response

SFC Transportation Approval

SFC Affordable Housing Approval with Conditions
Soil and Water Approval

NMDOT Negative

Approval of a Master Plan Amendment to rezone 26
live/work lots to 26 residential townhome lots, rezone 10
live/work lots to 7 residential patio home lots, rezone 17
commercial lots to 9 residential patio home lots and create
5 residential patio home lots on Tract C which was
designated reserved, open space. Subject to the following
conditions:



1. The Applicant shall comply with all conditions of the
original Master Plan.

2. Amend the Affordable Housing Agreement to identify an
additional unit.

EXHIBITS:

Developer’s Report

Developer’s Plans

Reviewing Agency Reports

April 30, 2002 EZA Staff Report

April 30, 2002 EZA Meeting Minutes
October 28, 2004 EZA Meeting Minutes
June 14, 2005 BCC Meeting Minutes
Letter of Support

. Letter of Opposition

10. Aerial Photo of Site and Surrounding Areas

A ol



DESIGN ENGINUITY

|
. B 1o
i H |

I‘E Luisa Dlreet Suite €, Danta Fe, New Mexico 81505
PO Box 2758 Santa Fe, New Mevico 87504
(505) 989 -3551 FAX (505) 989 -4140
E-mail oralynn@designenginuity.biz

SRamRuLy

] | i
- Hm'*qlfl 'd.-"\."—‘-"'ﬁ“'l'-“.

June 7, 2013

Santa Fe County Commissioners
County Development Review Commissioners

RE: Request to Amend Portions of Oshara Village Phase 1 Zoning

Dear Commissioners,

The Oshara Village Phase 1 project received final appoval from the Board of County
Commissioners in June 2005, shortly thereafter they installed the necessary
infrastructure, including roads and utility lines, and began selling lots. More than 59
homes are occupied in Oshara today. Unfortunately, the 2008 nationwide economic
downturn greatly impacted the project's execution and the developers could not meet
their obligations. The project mortgages were set up so that when the developer failed,
the banks would take over ownership of the remaining lots. However, the banks did not
become the developer, nor do they constitute the developers’ sucessors. Los Alamos
National Bank (LANB) and Century Bank became the owners of most of the lots within
the Village. LANB has transferred their interest in 26 live work lots to Homewise. All
common area is now owned by the Oshara Homeowners Association.

Homewise and Century Bank are interested in modifying the zoning on some of their
lots. Specifically they would like to request the following:

CURRENT PROPOSED
36 Live-Work Lots 26 Townhome Lots
17 Commercial Lots 21 Patio Home Lots

The primary reason for this request is to address changing market conditions, as they
see little market for live-work units or small commercial lots in our community. Six live-
work lots will remain in the Oshara development, and under this proposal, the other 36
would be developed as either Townhome or Patio Home lots. The 17 commercial lots
that are proposed to be modified are all located at the far east side of the Oshara
development site. They are not suitable for commercial projects as they are not visible
from the main traffic thoroughfares. They are small commercial lots ranging in si

EXHIBIT

i
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from 2345 to 4250 square feet. Market analysts have found no interest from patential
buyers of these lots for commercial purposes. However, patio home buyers have
shown interest in them, given their location adjacent to Oshara's open space. We
further request that we be allowed to place 5 Patio Home Lots on Tract C, which was
‘reserved” for future development in Phase 1. This Tract fronts Willow Back Ridge,
which is complete with all necessary utilities in the roadway. We propose a setback of
no less than 350 feet from Richard's Avenue.

In addition, we request that the existing wastewater collection and wastewater
treatment systems be acquired by Santa Fe County Utilities, at no public cost. Oshara
Village is currently served with water supply by Santa Fe County Utilities. In our
opinion this acquisition would be in the best interest of Oshara Village and the entire
Santa Fe community. The system is only a few years old and has been properly
operated and maintained since its start-up, and the County's specialized staff could
provide O&M services in perpetutiy in a much more reliably manner than anyone else.
The County is also in 2 much better position to enforce rules, rates and fees than the
private sector will ever be. The Oshara Village Home Owner's Association strongly
supports this request.

The requested changes would have no foreseeable negative impact, while at the same
time, they would have the positive impact of allowing this project to reach completion.
The Santa Fe County community would not benefit in any way from having the
development site deteriorate over time, right in the middle of the most promising muilti-
use development district in the metropolitan area. If the requested Master Plan
Amendment is granted, development of the 26 townhomes in the New Community
Center Core will proceed promptly, as no lot line or infrastructure modifications would
be necessary. Because the lots for the patio homes are larger than the existing live-
work and commercial lots in the Flexible Commercial Area, lot lines and utility
modifications would be necessary, and therefore, we would return to the County with a
final development plan and lot line adjustment plat for this portion of the project.
Overall the net result of these changes would be a 6-lot decrease with respect to the
original plan. Other important facts elated to this project are listed below,

LOCATION

Oshara Village is located on the east side of Richard’s Avenue just south of -25. The
area that is to be modified is highlighted in Figure 1.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Oshara Village was required to have 15% affordable housing. All but seven have been
developed, and these seven are all on live-work lots. We propose to provide seven
affordable patio homes.

OPEN SPACE

The Community College District Ordinance requires 50% open space within a project.
The original Oshara Village Phase 1 project had 42.30 acres of open space, or 50.4%.
In March 2013 Century Bank, with County approval, altered the Iot lines of nine estate
lots to address a modification of the adjacent FEMA flood zone and create lots that had
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a primary south facing elevation. These changes resulted in a 1.39 acres increase in
the open space. With the approval of the proposed amendment the open space would
be 43.03 acres for a total of 51.2% of the total acreage in the project.

WATER

The County approved water budget for the entire Oshara Village project is 41 AFY.
Each residential lot was required to have 0.19 AFY regardless of the type of residence
built on it. Therefore, converting from one type of residential product to another would
have no impact on the water budget. In fact, current water use in the already
developed lots at Oshara Village averages an impressive 0.11 AFY/lot, based on the
most recent 12 months of records in the County.

The originally designated commercial lots, whose zoning is hereby proposed to be
modified, were proposed to have very low water demand at only 1.2 AFY for 36,000 SF
of commercial development. As we propose to modify 17 of commerical lots or 81% of
the total allowable 36,000 SF, we figure that these lots can take 81% of the original
water budget, or 0.971 AFY. Making the same assumptions as were made for the
original water budget, the 17 commercial lots’ water allotment would be equivalentto 5
residential units (0.971 AF/0.19 AF/DU = 5.11 DU). Therefore, the proposed
amendment would have enough water to be serve 42 of the proposed 48 residential
units. We propose that the remaining 6 residential units be connected in accordance
with the current County Utilities policies, which requires a payment of $3,050 per lot, at
the time of water meter installation.

TRAFFIC

There were several traffic analyses prepared for the development of Oshara Village.
The project developer installed a 2 lane paved road connection between Richard's
Avenue and Rabbit Road, thus providing connection to St. Francis Road, which helps
to eleviate some traffic on Richards and Rodeo Roads.

In all the Oshara traffic analyses, the traffic impact by residential type (estate, patio
home, townhome or live-work) were not distinguished. Therefore, we can safely
assume that a modification of the type of residential use would have no change to
anticipated traffic, and changing the 26 live work units to 26 townhomes in the hew
Community Core will have no discernible impact on the traffic conditions.

In the Flexible Commercial Area there are currently 10 residential live-work units that
were assigned 74 trips per day, plus 36,0000 square feet of commercial development
which were assigned 108 trips in the previous traffic studies. Only non-retail
commercial (office space, light manufacturing, wholesale and services) development
was permitted in this area. We propose converting 81% of the commercial area (17 of
the larger commercial lots) to patio homes, thus converting 81% of the 108 trips, or
87.48 trips. The trips associated with the units to be changed would total 74 plus 87.48
or 161.48.

Because the nature of the Flexible Commercial Area will be transformed from primarily
commercial to primary residential, use of 7.56 trips per day per dwelling unit consistent

(8



with the New Community Center Core is appropriate. Therefore 161.43 trips equates to
21 dwelling units (161.43 total trips/7.56 trips per residence =21.35 residences). The
proposed replacement of 10 live work units and 17 commercial units with 21 patio
homes, will have no impact on the traffic conditions compared with what was previously
approved.

INFRASTRUCTURE MODIFICATIONS

There will be no infrastructure modifications associated with changing 26 of the live
work units to townhomes in the New Community Center Core. As the lots will be
enlarged in the existing Flexible Commercial Area, we will have to shift lot lines, and
permanently shut off 11 water and sewer service lines. In addition we will need to install
new water, sewer and dry utility services in the five lots to be developed along Willow
Back Road. No road modifications would be required. Design drawings for all utility
modifications will be provided with the Final Development Plan.

Thank you for consideration of this request.
Sincerely,

/1

Oralynn Guerrerortiz, PE

i



DESIGN ENGINUITY
Y

1421 Luisa Direet Suile €, Santa Fe, New Mevico 87505
PD Box 2158 Danla Fe, New Merxico £1504
(505} 989-3551 FAX (505) 989-4740
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August 20, 2013

Santa Fe County Commissioners
County Development Review Commissioners

RE: Request to Amend Portions of Oshara Village Phase 1 Zoning
Further Clarification

Dear Commissioners,

At the request of County Staff, we provide the following clarifications.

» Summary of the Lots to be Rezoned

Current Zoning Proposed Zoning
26 Live Work Lots will be converted to 26 Townhome Lots
10 Live Work Lots will be converted to 7 Patio Homes

17 Commercial Lots will be converted to 9 Patio Homes

1 Reserved Open Space Lot will be converted to 5 Patio Homes and a Reserved

Open Space Lot
Total Lots to be Rezoned:

Current Proposed
54 48

Note the Oshara Village Phase 1 has 2 “Reserved” Open Space lots in which future
development is permitted as long as the 50% open space requirement is met.

s Open Space {50% required)

Approved by BCC for the Oshara Village, Phase 1:
42.30 acres or 50.4%

After Lot-line Adjustments by Century Bank, March 2013:
43.69 acres or 52.0%

If request to create 5 patio homes in Reserved Open Space is approved:
43.03 acres or 51.2%



* Summary of Commercial Zoning Changes
Current Proposed
e 6 Large Commercial Lots near Richards Avenue Unchanged

100,000 SF
Permit Uses: Retail and Office

e 42 Live Work Lots 6 Live Work Lots
e 23 Flexible Commercial Lots 6 Flexible Commercial Lots
36,000 SF 6840 SF

Permit Uses: Light Manufacturing, Office, Wholesale and Services

Note that the approved Oshara Village 2004 Amended Master Plan has the following
statements:

In the New Community Center which incorporated all of Phase 1 of Oshara Village
permitted commercial development includes "office, hotel, theater, retail or any viable
permitted use that makes this region-serving destination popular'. And

"Expected quantities of development in each land use may increase if market conditions
permit.”

If there is anything further you require, please let me know.
Thank you.
Sincerely,

Ot

Oralynn Guerrerortiz, PE
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Daniel Mayfield
Commissioner, District 1

Liz Stefanics
Conunissioner, District 4

Miguel Chavez
Commissioner, District 2

Kathy Holian
Commissioner, District 5

Katherine Miller
County Manager

Robert A. Anaya
Commissioner, District 3

PUBLIC WORKS DIVISION
MEMORANDUM
Date: June 27, 2013
To: Vicente Archuleta, Development Review Team Leader

From: Paul Kavanaugh, Engineering Associate Public Works
Johnny P. Baca, Traffic Manager Public Works

Re: CDRC CASE # 13-5200 Oshara Village, Phase 1 Master Plan Amendment

The referenced project has been reviewed for compliance of the Land Development Code, of
Article V (Subdivision Design Standards), Scction 8.1 (General Policy on Roads) and Article
XV Regulations for the Community College District, in which the roadway/driveway needs to
conform. The project is located within the Community College District located within Santa Fe
County Zoning Jurisdiction and is situated south of Interstate 25, east of Richards Avenue, within
Section 16, Township 16 North, Range 9 East. The applicant is requesting approval for a Master
Plan Amendment consisting of a reduction of 36 Live ~Work Units to 26 Townhome Units and a
reduction of 17 Commercial Lots to 21 Patio Home Lots, resulting in a reduction of the
commercial and an increase in residential.

Access:

The applicant accesses the 84.01 acre tract (Phase I) from Richards Avenue on the west and
Rabbit Road on the northeast. The applicant has proposed to convert 36 Live ~Work Units to 26
Townhomes and 17 Commercial Lots to 21 Patio Home Lots. According to the Institute of
Transportation Engineers Trip Generation 8" Edition, a reduction in peak hour traffic is
indicated, which supports the change in Master Plan and will not alfect the operation level of the
existing intersections (Richards Avenue and Oshara Boulevard) and (Richards Avenue and
Willow Back Road).

Conclusion:

Staff has reviewed the submittal and feels that they can support the project for Master Plan
Amendment.

EXHIBIT
I_=

102 Grant Avenue P.O. Box 276 Santa Fe, New Mexice 87504-1985 www.saniafecounty.org
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TRANSPORTATION

July 26, 2013

Mr. Vicente Archuleta
102 Grant Avenue
Santa Fe, NM 87501

RE: Oshara Village, Phase 1 Subdivision

Dear Mr. Archuleta,

The appropriate engineers of the New Mexico Department of Transportation have
reviewed the submitted material on the above referenced development and comments
or concerns to be addressed are as follows:

Traffic Technical Support Section: The study provided did not include any traffic
analysis for the subdivision. They need to contact District Traffic Engineer and
follow this procedure:

Traffic Study Approach: A three-tiered approach shall be utilized to satisfy the
NMDOT traffic study requirement for a proposed land development project. Traffic
impact study requirements of local governments shall also be followed, where

applicable. The general type of traffic analysis required for each tier are listed below.

A simplified traffic study process flow chart for an access request is provided on the
following page.

(1) First Tier: Site THreshold Assessment (STH) - A screening-level analysis to
determine if additional traffic analysis is required. Consists of a one-page
worksheet (Form STH in Appendix D).

(2) Second Tier: Site Traffic Analysis (STA) - A focused traffic study to assess
site-specific impacts of a proposed development. Consists of an engineering
evaluation and the preparation of a traffic study report.

(3) Third Tier: Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) - A detailed traffic impact analysis of
all traffic operations, access and safety impacts within the prescribed study area

for a proposed development. Consists of an engineering evaluation and the
preparation of a traffic study report.

C. Site Threshold Assessment: A STH shall be required of all developing or
redeveloping properties that directly or indirectly access a state highway. The
requirements for the STH are described in the following subsections.

(1) The STH should examine existing roadway volumes and trip generation
estimates to determine if additional traffic analysis is required. The following
information is needed to complete Form STH, which is included in Appendix D:

OO A detailed description and location of the proposed development

0 CExisting daily traffic volumes for the adjacent state highway

General QOffice P.O. Box | 149 Santa Fe, NM 87504

Susana Martinez
Governor

Tom Church
Interim Cabinet Sccretary

Commissioners

Pete K. Rahn
Chairman
District 3

Dr. Kenneth White
Secretary
District 1

Robert R. Wallach
Commissioner
District 2

Renald Schmeits
Commissioner
District 4

Butch Mathews
Commissioner
District §

Jackson Gibson
Commissioner
District 6
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7 O Trip generation estimates for the proposed development

Existing daily traffic volume information for state highway segments may be
obtained from the NMSHTD Consolidated Highway DataBase (CHDB). Data
obtained from other sources must be current or have been collected within two
years of the STH.

Environmental Bureau: Is the Developer aware that Santa Fe County is proposing
to build a bypass near this location? Although Santa Fe County in in the Phase A
stage of selecting alternatives for this by-pass, one of the aliernatives under review is
immediately adjacent (under 2000 feet east) of the proposed subdivision. | believe
developers have to disclose this kind of information to potential homebuyers. (The
study underway is being funded by FHWA, through the NMDOT, as a local lead
project.)

If there are any questions you may contact me at (505) 827-5249 or by email at

jeremy.lujan(@state.nm.us .

Sincerely,
Jeremy Lujan
Property Asset Management Agent

FILE#: 1747
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SANTA FE — POJOAQUE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

conserving
natural resoutces 4001 Office Court Dr, Bldg 1000, Ste 1001
SUPERVISORS Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505
Alfredo Roybal
José Varela Lopez Telephone (505) 988-6253 Extension 3
Jose Carlos Ortiz
Shelley Winship Fax (505) 988-6615

July 23, 2013

Mr. Vicente Archuleta
Development Review Team Leader
Santa Fe County

102 Grant Avenue

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Re: Case #13-5200 Oshara Village, Phase [ Master Plan Amendment

Dear Mr. Archuleta:

Santa Fe-Pojoaque Soil and Water Conservation District (District) has reviewed the materials
associated with the Oshara Village Master Plan Amendment for Phase I It is our opinion that the
proposed amendments do not negatively affect our previous comments regarding this subdivision.

Sincerely,

N s

Jose J. Varela Lopez
Vice-Chairman
Santa Fe-Pojoaque SWCD

1



Vicente Archuleta

From: Steven R. Brugger

Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 2013 5:48 PM

To: Vicente Archulela

Subject: Oshara Village Phase 1 Master Plan Amendment Request
Vicente:

Per your request for comments on the proposed development request, 1 offer the following.

Back when Oshara Village was originally approved, the affordable housing requirement was based on 15% of 175
residential lots, for a requirement of 26.25 affordable units. In the affordable housing agreement, the developer agreed
to do 27 affordable units. There was no affordable housing obligation imposed on the creation of commercial lots.

With the proposed master plan amendment request, the applicant proposes to add 11 net new residential units, fora
total of 186 units. With the 15% affordable requirement applied to 186 total units, the development must include 28
affordable units. This is one more than what is currently required and depicted on the development plan.

To comply with the affordable housing ordinance and regulations, one more affordable unit must be shown on the
development plan and cited in the consultant report.

In addition, if Homewise is to satisfy the affordable requirement through the construction of affordable homes on lots
that they currently own, the proposed location of the affordables to be built will be different than what is currently
shown on the plans and should be revised. This will also be addressed in a new affordable housing agreement which
would be part of the submittal package to the BCC.

Please call with any questions. Thanks.

Steve

Steven Brugger, AICP

Affordable Housing Administrator
Santa Fe County

102 Grant Avenue

Santa Fe, NM 87504
sbrugger@santafecountynm.gov
Phone: 505-992-6752

Fax: 505-820-1394
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County Manager
Santa Fe County Fire Department
Fire Prevention Division
Official Development Review

Date 71212013
Project Name Oshara Village
Project Location Willowback
Description Master Plan Case Manager V. Archuleta
Applicant Name Homewise Inc. & Century Bank County Case#  13-5200
Applicant Address clo DB_Sigﬂ Englnuity PO B_o)_(“z'??g__ S Fire District La Clenega

Sanla Fe.“l:I_M 87504 o
Applicant Phone  505.670-7605

Commercial [} Residential [  Sprinklers [] Hydrant Acceptance [_]
Review Type: Master Pian Preliminary [ Final ] Inspection [} Lot Split [
Wildland [ Variance [}

Project Status: Approved [X] Approved with Conditions [ Denial []

The Fire Prevention Divison/Code Enforcement Bureau of the Santa Fe County Fire
Department has reviewed the above submittal and requires compliance with applicable
Santa Fe County fire and life safety codes, ordinances and resolutions as indicated..

Fire Department Access

Shall comply with Article 9 - Fire Department Access and Water Supply of the 1997 Uniform
Fire Code inclusive to all sub-sections and current standards, practice and rulings of the Santa
Fe County Fire Marshal

o Fire Access Lanes

Section 901.4.2 Fire Apparatus Access Roads. (1997 UFC) When required by the Chief,
approved signs or other approved notices shall be provided and maintained for fire apparatus
access roads to identify such roads and prohibit the obstruction thereof or both.

Curbs or signage adjacent to the building, fire hydrant, entrances and landscape medians in
traffic flow areas shall be appropriately marked in red with 6" white lettering reading “FIRE

35 Camino Justicia Santa Fe, New Mcxico 87508 www.santafecountyfire.org
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LANE —NO PARKING” as determined by the Fire Marshal prior to occupancy. Assistance in
details and information are available through the Fire Prevention Division.

=  Roadways/Driveways

Shall comply with Article 9, Section 902 - Fire Department Access of the 1997 Uniform Fire
Code inclusive to all sub-sections and current standards, practice and rulings of the Santa Fe
County Fire Marshal,

Roads shall meet the minimum County standards for fire apparatus access roads of a minimum
20’ wide all-weather driving surface and an unobstructed vertical clearance of 13' 6” within this
type of proposed development.

=  Street Signs/Rural Address

Section 901.4.4 Premises Identification (1997 UFC) Approved numbers or addresses shall be
provided for all new and existing buildings in such a position as to be plainly visible and legible
Jfrom the street or road fronting the property.

Section 901.4.5 Street or Road Signs. (1997 UFC) When required by the Chief, streets and roads
shall be identified with approved signs.

» Slope/Road Grade

Section 902.2.2.6 Grade (1997 UFC) The gradient for a fire apparatus access road shall not
exceed the maximum approved.

The maximum approved slope of the driveway access/egress shall not exceed 11%.

* Restricted Access/Gates/Security Systems

Section 902.4 Key Boxes. (1997 UFC) When access to or within a structure or an area is unduly
difficult because of secured openings or where immediate access is necessary for life-saving or
Sirefighting purposes, the chief is authorized to require a key box to be installed in an accessible

location. The key box shall be of an approved type and shall contain keys to gain necessary
access as required by the chief.

Fire Protection Systems
= Hydrants

Shall comply with Article 9, Section 903 - Water Supplies and Fire Hydrants of the 1997
Uniform Fire Code, inclusive to all sub-sections and current standards, practice and rulings of the
Santa Fe County Fire Marshal,

Official Submittal Review
20f4
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Section 903.4.2 Required Installations. (1997 UFC) The location, number and type of the fire
hydrants connected to a water supply capable of delivering the required fire flow shall be

provided on the public street or on the site of the premises or both to be protected as required
and approved.

Fire hydrants subject to possible vehicular damage shall be adequately protected with guard
posis in accordance with Section 8001.11.3 of the 1997 UFC.

All fire hydrants shall be spaced so that the furthest buildable portion of a parcel shall be within
one thousand feet (1,000") as measured along the access route.

Supply lines shall be capable of delivering a minimum of 500 gpm with a 20-psi residual
pressure to the attached hydrants. The design of the system shall be accordingly sized and
constructed to accommodate for the associated demands placed on such a system through
drafting procedures by fire apparatus while producing fire flows. The system shall accommodate
the operation of two pumping apparatus simultaneously from separate locations on the system.
Final design shall be approved by the Fire Marshal.

All hydrants shall comply with Santa Fe County Resolution 2000-55, Hydrant color-coding,
marking and testing.

» Tire Extinguishers
Article 10, Section 1002.1 General (1997 UFC) Portable fire extinguishers shall be installed in

occupancies and locations as set forth in this code and as required by the chief. Portable fire
extinguishers shall be in accordance with UFC Standard 10-1.

General Requirements/Comments

* Inspections/Acceptance Tests
Shall comply with Article 1, Section 103.3.2 - New Construction and Alterations of the 1997
Uniform Fire Code, inclusive to all sub-sections and current standards, practice and rulings of the
Santa Fe County Fire Marshal.

*  Permits

As required

Official Submittat Review
3of4
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Final Status

Recommendation for Master Development Plan approval with the above conditions applied.

Buster Patty

6& 2-2-13

Fire Marshal \_> Date

Through: David Sperling, Chiel

File: DevRev/La Cicnega/Oshara Villope/7.2.13

Cy V. Archulela, Land Use
Applicant
File

Official Submittal Review
40f4




SAIvTA FE COUNTY PLANNING DEPART».eNT
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

June 24, 2013

Vicente Archuleta
Development Review Team Leader

Re: CDRC Case# 13=5200 Oshara Village Phase I Master Plan Amendment

Vicente,

I have reviewed the Oshara Village Phase 1 Master Plan Amendment report dated, June 7, 2013 and
have the following comments:

1.

)

Per section 5.2.2 Master Plan Submittals g. 5) 4 written preliniinary traffic report prepared by a
licensed traffic engineer or other qualified expert acceptable to the Code Administrator. Given traffic
volumes within the Community College District have increased since the Oshara Master
Plan was approved in 2005, and traffic volumes on Richard’s Avenue are approaching
11,000 vchicles per day, arguably over capacity, it is recommended that the County
County’s request a report for the record.

Per the original Master Plan and a Memorandum of Agreement, the development of a
Northeast Collector in conjunction with Oshara Phase 11 was planned. Due to
unforescen circumstances Phase 11 is not viable. The County, in conjunction with the
NMDOT i1s taking the responsibility for this connector and are in the “location study”
stage of developing the Northeast Connector. This will likely have impacts on the
circulation system for Oshara and may further impact proposed units outlined in the
amendment. The developers/owners should be cleatly informed of this project and
possible impacts.

Per section 5.2.2 Master Plan Submuttals g. 7) Schools impact report. No report included.

Per section 5.2.4 Master Plan Approval b. The Connty Development Review Committes and Board
shall consider the following criteria in making a determination and reconimendations for approval or
amendient of master plans:

1. Conformance to County and Extraterritorial Plan;
Suttability of the site to accommodate the proposed development;
Suitability of the proposed uses and intensity of development at the location;
Inpact to schools, adjacent lands or the County in general;
1Ziability of proposed phases of the project to function as completed developments in the case that
subsequent phases of the project are not approved or coustructed;

ok oo~

Erick J. Aune AICP, Sentor Transportation Planner
102 GRANT AVENUE ' SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87501

PHONE {505) 986.6214 E-MAIL eaune@santafecounty.org



SAivIA FE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTLENT
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

6. Conformance to applicable law and Connty ordinances in effect at the time of consideration,
including required inmprovements and comnnity factlities and design and/ or construction
standards.

The Oshara Village Master Plan was originally envisioned at build out to be in
accordance with the land use patterns outlined in the 2000 Community College
District (CCD) Plan. More specifically, to follow the “Village Zones™ and “New
Community Centers” as “the most intensive development areas in the District.” (Pg.
20 and 21, The Santa Fe Community College District Plan, 2000) Clearly, the market
has not realized this level of intensity and diversity articulated in these zones.
(Conformance with applicable law and County ordinances)

As outlined in the proposal, the modifications are an cffort to “address changing
market conditions.” The Planning Division recognizes the challenges set forth by
existing and foresecable future market conditions and supports the requested
modifications for the following reasons:

A. Oshara Village Phase 1 has the requisite infrastructure in place to accommodate

the development of the proposed uses. (Suitability of site)

B. Increased residential development will assist existing Oshara residents in reaching
greater cconomics of scale for the intended investment and support of the
Oshara Home Owners Association. (Suitability of proposed uses and viability)

C. Though the uses are less intense, the proposed modification supports the
planning principles set forth in the CCD Plan including higher density dwelling
options and diverse housing opportunities. (Suitability of uses and county
impacts)

D. The proposed modifications support the requisite and continued development of
affordable homes and townhomes and patio homes continue to support an
intended village development pattern versus large lot single detached dwellings.
(Suitability of uses and county impacts)

IE. The proposed modifications do not eliminate potential commetcial uses as
platted and originally intended. Though the market may not support those
intended uses at this time, increased population density in the development may
provide future opportunitics that supports the “community center” concept.
(Suitability of uses and viability of proposed phase)

Respectfully submitted,

Erick ]. Aune
Senior Transpottation Planner

Erick J. Aune AICP, Senior Transportation Planner
102 GRANT AVENUE - SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO-87501

PHONE (505) 986.6214 E-MAIL gaune(@santafecounty.org
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Marcos P Trujillo Paul Campos

Commitsstoner, D_trict 1 Commissioner, District 4
Paul Duran Jack Sullivan
Cuomnmissioner, Diztrict 2 Commiissioner, District 5

Javier M. Gonzales
Coennmesaenier, District 3

Estevan R Lopez
County Manager

MEMORANDUM

DATE: APRIL 30, 2002

TO:  EXTRATERRITORIAL ZONING AUTHORITY
FROM: JOE CATANACH, DEVELOPMENT REVIEW SPECIALSIT}V
VIA: ROMAN ABEYTA, LAND USE DIRECTORRD{

RE: EZ CASE MP 02-4190 OSHARA RANCH MASTER PLAN

ISSUE:
On March 14, 2002 the EZC recommended approval for the following(refer to meeting
minutes attached as exhibit).

Greer Enterprises, Inc.-Alexis K. Girard, President(Design Workshop, Agent) is
requesting master plan approval for a mixed use development(residential, commercial,
community) in a village zone, institutional campus zone, employment center zone and
fringe zone, consisting of 735 residential units and 1.7 million sq. ft of commercial space
on 471 acres. The property is located along Richards Avenue south of Interstate 25.

SUMMARY:
The master plan proposes the following development with 246 acres of open
space/parks/plaza areas, and 53 residential units for affordable housing:

Phase 1 — Employment Center Zone/Neighborhood Center/Neighborhood(21 acres):

e 70 residential units(townhouse, live/work units)

s 145,000 sq. ft of commercial space(retail, office, laboratory, wholesale, light
industrial)

e | acre park/plaza

¢ 27.5 acre feet water use

¢ off-site road connection to St Francis Dr.

Phase 2 - Employment Center Zone/Neighborhood Center/Neighborhood(18 acres):

e 30 residential units(townhouse, live/work units)

e 220,000-225,000 sq. ft. of commercial space(retail, office, restaurant, light
industrial)

e 32.1 acre feet water use

EXHIBIT
102 Grant Avenue @ PO.Box276 e Santa Fe, New Mexico §7504-0276 @ 505-986-6223 g (+

23



April 30, 2002
Oshara Ranch
Page Two

Phase 3 - Employment Center Zone/Neighborhood & Village Zone Neighborhood
Center/Neighborhood(61 acres):

230 residential units(detached, townhouse, apartments, live/work units)
290,000 sq. ft. of commercial space(retail, office, light industrial, gallery, labs)
13 acre community park/open space

71.0 acre feet water use

e & 9 @

Phase 4 — Employment Center Zone & Village Zone neighborhood(38 acres):

110 residential units(detached, townhouse)

200,000 sq. ft. of commercial space(light industrial, lab, office, wholesale)
1 acre park

43.9 acre feet water use

e & @ 9

Phase 5 — Village Zone Community Center/Neighborhood(35 acres):

195 residential units(townhouse, apartments)

175,000 sq. ft. of commercial space(retail, office, theater)
10 acre community park/open space

54.5 acre feet water use

Phase 6 — Village Zone Community Center/Neighborhood & Employment Center Zone
(48 acres):

s 100 residential units(townhouse, estate, apartments)

e 350, 000 sq. ft. of commercial space(retail, office, hotel, restaurant, light industry,
shop, gallery, lab)

s 5 acres park/open space
80.3 acre feet water use

Phase Q & X(based on market conditions) — Employment Center Zone & Institutional
Campus Zone:

o 80,000 sq. ft. of office space on 10 acres
e 250,000 sq. ft. institutional space on 235 acres
e 33,3 acre feet water use



April 30, 2002
Oshara Ranch
Page Three

BOUNDARIES OF LANDSCAPE TYPES/LOCATION OF ZONES:

The applicant has provided a slope analysis and identified slopes of 0-5%, 5%-10%,
10%-15% and 15% +. From this slope analysis the applicant has defined the land use
types. The CCD land zoning map is attached as an exhibit, and the slope analysis and
updated land zoning map are also attached.

ZONING ALLOWANCES:

The minimum residential density that is required in a village zone community
center/neighborhood is 3.5 units per acre, the applicant is proposing approximately 5
units per acre. The minimum residential density in a village zone neighborhood center/
neighborhood is 3.5 units per acre, the applicant is proposing approximately 7.2 units per
acre. There is no minimum requirement for residential densities in employment center
zones and institutional campus zones. The applicant is complying with residential
densities in the fringe zones with | unit per acre.

The minimum floor area ratio in a village zone community center is .33 and the
maximum is 3.0, the applicant is proposing between .65 and 1.0 floor area ratio. The
minimum floor area ratio in a village zone neighborhood center is .25 and the maximum
is 2.0, the applicant is proposing approximately .33 floor area ratio.

The maximum floor area ratio in a employment center zone is 3.0 with no minimum, the
applicant is proposing approximately .32 floor area ratio. The maximum floor area ratio
in a institutional campus zone is 3.0 with no minimum, the applicant is proposing
approximately .31 floor area ratio.

Please note that the master plan includes a proposal to incorporate additional uses as
eligible uses into the various zones. These additional uses are not presently established in
the Community College District land use table, however the additional uses are consistent
with modifications that are being considered by staff for amendments to the Community
College District Ordinance, with some exceptions.

MARKET ANALYSIS/ECONOMIC/FISCAL IMPACT:

The applicant has submitted a market analysis that emphasizes the location as the
Community College gateway and promotes the projects market potential with the mixed
use and mixed housing nature, open space, views and architectural requirements. The
report address the growth pattern south of the city with reference to existing and proposed
residential and commercial projects within the City and Extraterritorial District, and
projects that over a 20 year period, they will lease 1,400,000 to 1,900,000 feet of
commercial space and sell or lease all the dwelling units.

24
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Oshara Ranch
Page Four

The economic/fiscal impact report indicates that the combination of one-time and
recurring revenue will exceed a total of more than 40 to 50 million over 20 years. Oshara
Ranch is projected to generate 4 million on an annual basis. The net positive fiscal
impact to the County would be over 3 million annually, in addition to the one-time
projected revenues of 19 million accumulating over the life of the project.

WATER/WASTEWATER:

Water service is proposed from the Santa Fe County Water Utility. The total water
demand is estimated to be 342.5 acre feet per year based on water conservation measures.
The developer presently has a water supply contract for 51.9 acre feet with the County
Water Utility and is also in the process of acquiring additional water rights that could be
transferred to the County Water Ultility for use by this development. The current water
supply contract is sufficient to support the projected water use of 27.5 acre feet for phase
one development. Water supply to support each phase of development must be available
at the time a development plan is submitted for each phase, and each phase must be able
to function as a viable and complete development in the event that subsequent phases are
not approved or developed. MNEP U

The Ranch Viejo waste water treatment facility will be utilized for liquid waste disposal.

ROADS/ACCESS:

Richards Ave. extends along the west boundary of the property as the primary access
with three intersections proposed off Richards Ave. Secondary access is a road
connection from Richards Ave. to an existing frontage road(Old Agua Fria Rd.) along St
Francis Dr. which is proposed for phase one and is in accordance with the Community
College Dist. Road Plan. The primary access roads will be subject to a conditional
dedication for future ownership and maintenance by the County. The traffic report
indicates that the intersection improvements presently proposed for Rodeo Rd./Richards
Ave. intersection will be necessary to maintain an adequate level of service with the
inclusion of traffic for phase one from Oshara, and additional improvements to the
intersection will be needed for phase two. The traffic report also indicated that additional
lanes would be needed for Rodeo Rd. and St. Francis Dr. to maintain adequate capacity in
the future, however the future Richards Ave/I-25 interchange was not included in the
analysis.

The internal subdivision roads will be paved with curb/gutter and sidewalks, with on-
street parking. The road lay-out also provides for continuation of future connections with
the Rancho Viejo College Heights Subdivision on the south.

Cle
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Oshara Ranch
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TERRAIN/OPEN SPACE/LANDSCAPING/ARCHAEOLOGY:

The Arroyo Hondo and a significant drainage course extend through the property and will
be part of the open space, including hillside areas over 15 percent slope and some areas
between 10 and 15 percent. Retention/detention ponds and check dams will control post
development drainage and provide infiltration of storm water. Permanent open space/
parks/plazas will consist of 246 acres with recreational facilities and public trails,
including open space buffers along the interstate, Richards Ave. and along the Arroyo
Hondo existing neighborhood. Low water landscaping will be planted and disturbed
areas reseeded. Two significant archeological sites will be preserved within the open
space.

HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION:

Conceptual homeowner documents address use and development of the lots with
reference to the mixed use principles and design guidelines of the Community College
District, including maintenance of common areas and facilities, and participation in a
special assessment district for district wide infrastructure, improvements and operations.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

The following criteria shall be used for consideration of the proposed master plan:

a) Conformance with the Community College District Plan.

b) Viability of the proposed phases of the project to function as completed
developments in the event that subsequent phases of the project are not approved
or completed.

c) Conformance with the Community College Dist. Ordinance and other applicable
law and ordinances in effect at the time of consideration, including required
improvements, proposed roads and trails, community facilities, design and/or
construction standards, and open space standards.

d) Impact to schools, adjacent properties or the County in general.

The proposed master plan is in accordance with the Community College District Plan and
Ordinance, the EZC recommended approval subject to the following conditions:

1. Compliance with applicable review comments from the following:

a) State Engineer

b) State Environment Dept.
¢) State Highway Dept.

d) Soil & Water Dist.

3\
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e} County Hydrologist
f) County Public Works

g) County Technical Review Cy/tfa"///é

h)} County Fire Dept. ol ’ s o

i)) Countz V\llater%)tility C](/l// &/ L‘//?7/ cﬁ////ff/fyff //’c///t/?]t/cz;‘,// S

j) Santa Fe Public School Dist. &:’4{%@?73’}2/4/&' SAS s TR e, CotdiZ &
> prsi Zeat X

The following requested uses will be considered special uses and not eligible uses.

¢ hotel/motel uses over 6 units in neighborhood centers

e retail uses(5,000 sq. ft. to 45, 000 sq. ft.) in commercial area of employment
center

3. Submit updated traffic report and market/economic/fiscal analysis with development
plan for each phase.

4. Notify County Assessor and County Sheriff regarding master plan approval.

5. Reservation of property for public school site may be used for appropriate insti-
tutional, civic, community use if reservation is not accepted by Public School District.

6. Conditional dedication of primary roads to County for future ownership and main-
tenance, in accordance with road circulation map of the Comm.College Dist. Ord.

7. Submit conceptual landscape plan, including recreational facilities for park/plaza areas
prior to recording master plan.

8. Provide road and trail connection on south side of Arroyo Hondo for Arroyo Hondo
neighborhood, in accordance with road/trail circulation map(CCDO) prior to
recording master plan,

9. Submit consent regarding proposal to utilize Rancho Viejo sewer system and access
through Taurus property prior to recording master plan. This does not prohibit
applicant from proposing construction of a community sewer system or other options.

10. Provide 15 percent affordable housing units(110 units) based on total residential
density of 735 units, and subject to conformance with future amendments to the
affordable housing ordinance.

1 1. Location of school site is conceptual and specific site can be modified depending on
school district requirements.

D2
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ATTACHMENTS:

A - Applicant’s Letter/Report
B — Review Letter’s

C - Misc. Correspondence

D — Master Plan/Vicinity Map
E — March 2002 EZC Minuies

>3
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7. EZ Case MP 02-419(. Oshara Ranch. Greer Enterprises, Inc. {(Alexis K. Girard,
President), Design Workshop, agent, is requesting master plan approval for a
mixed-use development (residential, commercial, community) in a village zone,
institutional campus zoned, employment center zone, fringe zone, consisting of 735
residential units and 1.7 million square feet of commercial space on 471 acres. The
property is located along Richards Avenue, south of Interstate 25 within Section
16, Township 16 North, Range 9 East in the Two-mile EZ District

Mr. Catanach summarized his report as follows:

“The master plan proposes the following development with 246 acres of open
space/parks/plaza areas, and 53 residential units for affordable housing, Phase 1, the
employment center zone/neighborhood center/neighborhood (21 acres) proposes 70
residential units, 145,000 square feet of commercial space; 1 acre park/plaza; 27.5
acre-feet water use and off-site road connection to St. Francis Drive.

“Phase 2, employment center zone/neighborhood center/neighborhood (18 acres)
includes 30 residential units; 220,000-225,000 square feet of commercial space; and
32.1 acre-feet water use.”

Mr. Catanach reviewed the various future phases and zones as proposed by the
applicant, including floating phases contingent on economic conditions. He said the densities
and floor area ratios proposed in the submittal conform those outlined in the Community
College District plan

Mr. Catanach outlined the criteria used for consideration of the proposed master plan:

a) Conformance with the Community College District Plan

b) Viability of the proposed phases of the project to the function as completed developments
in the event that subsequent phases of the project are not approved or completed.

¢) Conformance with the Community College District Ordinance and other applicable law and
ordinances in effect at the time of consideration, including required improvements,
proposed roads and trails, community facilities, design and/or construction standards and
open space standards

d) Impact to the schools, adjacent properties or the county in general.

Staff finds the plan in compliance with the District Plan and Ordinance and recommends
approval with the following conditions:
1. Compliance with applicable review comments from the following:
a. State Engineer
b. State Environment Dept.
c. State Highway Dept.
d. Soil & Water District
e. County Hydrologist
f. County Public Works
g. County Technical Review
h. County Fire Dept L
EXHIBIT
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i. County Water Utility
j. Santa Fe Public School Dist.

The applicant shall comply with ordinance amendments relative to eligible uses in zones.
[Changed at staff report) .

3. Submit updated traffic report and market/economic/fiscal analysis with development plan
for each phase.

4. Notify County Assessor and County Sheriff regarding master plan approval.

5. Reservation of property for public school site may be used for appropriate institutional,
civic, community use if reservation is not accepted by Public School District.

6. Conditional dedication of primary roads to County for future ownership and maintenance,
in accordance with road circulation map of the CC District Ordinance.

7. Prior to recordation of master plan submit conceptual landscape plan, including
recreational facilities for park/plaza area.

8. Prior to recordation of master plan provide road and trails connection on south side of
Arroyo Hondo for Arroyo Hondo neighborhood, in accordance with road/trail circulation map.
9. Prior to recordation of master plan submit consent regarding proposal to utilize Rancho
Viejo sewer system and access through Taurus property.

10. Provide 15 percent affordable housing units (110 units) based on total residential density of
735 units.

Mr. Catanach said discussion has occurred regarding the allowed uses referred to in the
second condition. There is an process underway to adjust the ordinance to allow certain uses in
other zones. He asked that condition #2 be deleted to be replaced with a condition calling for
ordinance amendments relative to eligible uses within the Community College District zones.
The applicant is in agreement.

Mr. Catanach said this is the first Community College area master plan to be discussed
before a governing body. In response to questions from Commissioner Gonzales, he said the
developer has a water supply contract for 51.9 acre-feet with the County. The areas and types
of uses comply with the designated zones.

Commissioner Gonzales asked if it was possible for the developer to “front-load” the
commercial development resulting in an eventual imbalance of commercial and residential.
Mr. Catanach noted that build-out ratios will be evaluated at the end of each phase.

Chairman Duran asked how Rancho Viejo’s phasing tied in with Oshara’s. Mr.
Catanach stated Rancho Viejo has approval for a building with offices and some retail and
should start construction on that soon. The commercial activity is on a much smaller scale,
however.

Putting the plan into context, Ms. McGowan indicated that of the 17,000 acres in the
Community College District, 50 percent of which is open space. She said the projections they
had were done for the road plan and far exceed what is likely to occur. The 20-year projection
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calls for 5,000 to 5,700 dwelling units including what’s already developed. She said the
marketing studies were reviewed in comparison with the maximum plausible numbers and with
what has been developed to this point. They are in a realistic range of what has occurred in the
last six years. Staff continues to be concerned about phasing and balance.

Ms. McGowan said the fiscal impact report will help elucidate problems involved in
achieving balance between residential and commercial. She said staff is grappling with the
concept of light industry and how it is to be blended with residential and retail, and
employment centers seemed to be the answer.

Commissioner Sullivan asked how much planning is needed for transportation at this
point. He noted that the City says the plan does not meet their standards. Mr. Catanach said
they have to work off the road plan done as part of the Community College District plan. The
Highway Department has set forth issues that need to be addressed at development plan stage.
It is his understanding that County Public Works and the Highway Department have been
working with the applicant on the connection to St. Francis Dr. and a resolution should be
forthcoming.

Commissioner Sullivan stated the road connection to St. Francis was the first priority to
alleviate the congestion on Richards Averue. He said the terrain in that area is difficult. He
recommended making successful completion of the St. Francis connection a condition of
approval. Mr. Catanach agreed it is an important element of the master plan.

Explaining the possible amendments to eligible uses, Mr. Catanach said this involves
both the employment zone and neighborhood centers.

Expressing his concern, Commissioner Sullivan said the neighborhood was opposed to
two major zones, commercial and institutional campuses. Initially, these were distinct but with
revisions (o the use table, these two categories are very similar. He said he would prefer the
distinction be maintained. Additionally, as the maps have been revised, commercial seems to
be approaching Richards Avenue more closely. Mr. Catanach stated the commercial is still
within defined employment zones and is consistent with the setbacks.

Regarding open space, Mr. Catanach said the first phases tend to have greater than 50
percent undeveloped.

Mr. Catanach stated if this development does not connect to the Rancho Viejo sewer
system, they are still prohibited from using septic systems.

Duly sworn, Alexis Girard with Greer Enterprises, commended the visionary effort
undertaken. The first plan presented in 1997 was rejected due to traffic concerns, then deferred
until after the Commission planning was complete. Greer Enterprises has donated several acres
for gateway improvements and has setbacks, some greater than 1000 feet from Richards
Avenue. There are natural physical features that provide for separations between villages, She
stressed that Oshara was providing an employment base for future generations. The meetings
with the Highway Department involved extending Old Agua Fria Road to connect to St.
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Francis Drive. She thanked staff for their cooperation.

Expanding on the road connection, Rosanna Vazquez, legal counsel for the applicant,
indicated they have proposed alignments to the Highway Department. The Highway
Department wants a written commitment from the County to the northeast connector in terms
of land dedication and maintenance. The would also like to see a circulation plan adopted
under the Commission Ordinance. That will be submitted when Al Pitts finishes his project.
There are three potential routes, the preferred going through federal land.

Commissioner Sullivan asked to see correspondence pertaining to the process.
Councilor Lopez said she was also interested in the northeast connector as a means of relieving
congestion on Rodeo Road. She has met with the Deputy Highway Secretary to discuss
alternate circulations.

In response to questions from Councilor Pfeffer, Joe Porter, Oshara planner previously
sworn, stated there would be approximately 2100 people in the first residential phase. In the
live-work areas the population will be less, and those units are counted separately from the
dwelling units. He said they calculate there being four workers per thousand square feet.

Previously sworn, Bill Conway said each land use type has a different employee
density. Office is higher and retail lower. There should be over 2,000 workers in the
employment center. Councilor Pfeffer speculated there would be about 450 people in the live-
work units.

Mr. Porter said the 175,000 feet of retail space corresponded to 525 residents, which
calls for the importation of customers.

Councilor Pfeffer noted there would be at least three times as many people working in
the village as living, with customers and clients counted in addition to that. He said the pian
speaks of the “traditional village concept” and asked how this jibed with the plan under
discussion.

Mr. Porter referred to the fundamental elements of the plan. The first is walkable
villages with commercial centers. The second is a need for institutions that don’t fit within a
village. A third is employment centers with the intent of one job per house, something the
little villages can’t sustain. Three sites that are on external roads (Thomburg, Oshara and the
State Land property) can take advantage of passing traffic and provide employment for
residents. He said they could be compared to magnet stores.

Councilor Pfeffer asked how wide an area the 1.7 million square feet would serve. Mr.
Porter stated there was a hierarchy of uses. The 100,000 square feet in the neighborhoods
serves those immediate neighborhoods. There are 250,000 square feet in institutional
campuses, which serve the region. In the new community centers there is about 350,000
square feet of commercial office and 175,000 of retail, which is the downtown area, and will
have people coming from the outside as well as local traffic. The 80 acres originally slated for
industrial has been broken down into neighborhood centers, office uses and flexible space.
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This is a key component to economic development for Santa Fe,

Regarding the dwelling units, Mr. Porter said there is a wide range of square footage.
The lofts are 600 to 900 square feet. Townhouses are 1,200 to 1,500, as are live-work units,
Single family residents and estates are even larger. Councilor Pfeffer speculated that the 735
residential units amounted to around one million square feet of residential space. This would
result in “a lot of empty space at night.”

Mr. Porter said he doubted there would be empty space at night in the new community
center. The goal is to introduce mixed use wherever possible. He speculated the Community
College District plan would be a model for communities looking for an alternative to sprawl.

Duly sworn, Robert Garcia stated he was concerned, rather than opposed to the master
plan. He said he was a resident of the Community College District and supports the plan. He
is a member of the Community College District Development Review Committee and this
proposal does not fall under their purview. The committee asked him to respond to the project.
He asked that the timing and conditions of the phasing be delineated more precisely. He
mentioned that Rancho Viejo, while committed to mixed use, is still 100 percent residential.
Thomburg would prefer to concentrate on commercial and Sonterra on residential. Therefore
he requested a stipulation that an approved phase be completely built before moving on to the
next phase.

A further concern of Mr, Garcia was that affordable housing would be deferred as long
as possible, He said the northeast connector was vital to keep the intersection of Rodeo and
Richards from total gridlock. He noted that it was not until the fifth phase that a southern
connector was contemplated.

Regarding open space, Mr. Garcia said there is a difference between unbuilt upon land
and dedicated open space. He suggested that each phase stand on its own as far as constituting
a percentage of total land area. Trails should also receive immediate attention.

Mr. Garcia said he has reviewed the State Engineer’s negative finding about inadequate
water. The Community College District Development Review Committee was told to ignore that
and approved the first two master plans before the committee. He said Commissioner Sullivan
underestimated the amount of commercial space projected. He said San Cristobal, Thornburg
and Oshara constitute over 18 million square feet, which is twice that in Santa Fe currently.
He said he and the committee were troubled by the suspension of detailed water availability
assurance, particularly since the condition that water is required prior to development is not
specifically stated. He asked that there be a stated condition to the effect that an application
will not be considered for development plan approval unless there is proof of water.

Mr. Garcia recommended that the plan be thoroughly reviewed.
Under oath, Jim Klemmer from the Richards Avenue South Neighborhood Association

indicated his group believes the plan is overly ambitious. [Exhibit 3] The commercial is too
extensive to be a semi-rural gateway area. He said Richards is already gridlocked on Sundays
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after church services and Oshara will exacerbate that considerably, He suggested the fiscal
impact study be completed before approvals are granted. The neighborhood group would
prefer that the Two-mile EZ be a transition area between the urban area and the higher density
expected deeper in the Community College District.

Bob Wilbur was administered the oath and stated he doubted the Oshara proposal met
the spirit of the community plan, particularly in that it didn’t give special design consideration
to Richards Avenue, The presence of commercial development makes Richards look like an
extension of the urban area. He recommended tabling until the northeast connector is in place,
and believed the north-south connection should occur in phase one rather than phase five.

Jane Petchesky, duly sworn, said she lived right across the street from the Oshara
property. She recommended denial, since the plan is too commercial. She agreed another
north-south road was necessary and opposes the interchange. “This is another case of a
developer driving growth.”

Under oath, Bob Burbick indicated he supports the commercial development in Oshara
as an opportunity for true employment. He noted that residents of Rancho Viejo have to go
elsewhere for employment, and cited Los Alamos as an example of a community that has
grown and spun off industries.

Mr, Catanach submitted two letters of suppbrt. [Exhibit 4]
Councilor Lopez posed questions on the phasing of affordable housing and open space.

Mir. Porter stated the intent is to dedicate open space phase by phase. There is currently
enough water available for the first two phases and they will stand on their own.

Ms. Vazquez said Oshara has committed to 15 percent affordable housing and a
contract will be filed at development plan stage. Mr. Catanach said the ordinance requires
proportional phasing of affordable housing.

Councilor Lopez spoke in favor of assuring that every phase has integrity on its own
regarding mixed use, open space and affordable housing.

Ms. Vazquez said a 20-year build-out was projected at the most optimistic calculation,
assuming water availability and the interchange.

Ms. McGowan pointed out staff is working on amendments to the affordable housing
ordinance to include 15 percent of all housing, not just fee-simple housing. She stated that it
was a good idea to make the affordable housing proportional to the total housing provided in
each phase. The ordinance currently makes an exception if you have less than 25 percent of
residential in the first phase. Councilor Lopez asked her to bring back a complete and
improved rendition of affordable housing provisions. She noted that affordable housing tends
to occur after everything else. Ms. Vazquez stated they are working with staff on the issue.
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Commissioner Sullivan said the first two phases would require 15 affordable units.

Commissioner Gonzales asked that at preliminary phase, the Authority be given a
breakdown of the types of uses, in addition to specific traffic projections.

Ms. McGowan speculated that the plan will become more specific but flex space is
being proposed so it will be hard to pin down exact ratios.

Mr. Conway stated the market is not clearly established at this point.

Commissioner Gonzales moved to approve EZ Case #MP 02-4190, with staff
recommendations and a stipulation that affordable housing be provided proportional to
the residences built. Councilor Lopez seconded.

Providing suggested language, Commissioner Sullivan offered:
o Subject to requirement of 15 percent affordable housing fo be provided in each phase
« Subject to provision of an off-site road connection to St. Francis Drive
« A preliminary development plan application will not be accepted until proof of water
availability is provided for each phase to the satisfaction of the County.

Ms. Vazquez said that the road connection is already part of the proposal, and they
have a water contract with the County for 51 acre-feet.

Councilor Pfeffer said he was having a hard time grasping the scale of the plan, and
asked for further clarification about the “village concept.”

Mr. Kolkmeyer said it was not the intention of the plan to recreate traditional villages,
which were created for agriculture, religion and protection. The underlying elements sought
are compactness, connectedness, centeredness and community. He noted that there was an era
of planning that got away from these elements toward bedroom communities, which is no
longer in vogue. He agreed that phasing was always problematical.

In response to a question from Councilor Lopez, Mr. Kolkmeyer said that this proposal
did tend to meet the goals of non-proliferation of sprawl and concentration of infrastructure.
He cited Tierra Contenta as an example of what happens when commercial development is not
considered from the beginning. He advised monitoring the phasing closely to ensure the
project was staying on track.

Councilor Pfeffer pointed out that the residents coming forward to comment seemed to
have an entirely different concept of the village concept.

Mr. Catanach recommended a further condition:
« that open space not fall below 50 percent throughout the phasing. This was accepted
by the movant and second.

The motion passed by majority [4-1] voice vote with Commissioner Sullivan
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PETITIONS FROM THE FLOOR

None were presented.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE COMMITTEE

Councilor Lopez asked that a policy be brought forward to the EZA regarding early
neighborhood notification.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM LAND USE STAFF

None were presented.

ADJOURNMENT

This meeting was declared adjourned at 11:25. p.m.
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Commissioner Duran pointed out that applicants spend money on planning relying on
assurances from the City and then are told they won’t be served. Councilor Robertson-Lopez
said the City is in the position of not having adequate water supply.

Mr. Siebert said he would be willing to be tabled since they would prevail in litigation.
"The issue is getting an answer out of TRT." If they can be assured of an answer by next month,
they would be happy to table until that time.

Commissioner Duran moved to table for 30 days and Commissioner Montoya seconded.
The motion to table Case #Z 04-4470 passed unanimously.

Councilor Robertson-Lopez asked City Public Works Director Robert Romero to
expedite the request,

6. EZ CASE # 7-04-4450 Oshara Village Master Plan Amcndment. Greer Enterprises,
Inc./New Village Consulting LLC., (Alan Hoffiman) applicants, Lorn Tryk, agent,
request a master plan amendment to the previously approved Oshara Ranch mixed-
use development (residential, commercial, community) consisting of 735 residential
units and 1.7 million square feet of commercial space on 470 acres, in order to
change (he phasing of the project. The property is located along Richards Avenue
south of Interstate 25, in the Community College District, within Section 16,
Township 16 North, Range 9 East (2-Mile EZ District)

Chairman Duran recited the case caption and Ms. Lucero gave staff’s repon as follows:

*On Octaober 14, 2004, the EZC met and acted on this case. The decision of the EZC was
to recommend approval of this request.

“On April 30, 2002, the EZA granted master plan approval for a mixed-use development
formerly known as ‘Oshara Ranch.! The development consisted of 735 residential units
and 1.7 million square feet of commercial space and 246 acres of open space/parks/plaza
areas on 471 acres, to be developed in eight phases.

"The applicant is now requesting an amendment of that master plan which will change
the phasing of the project, in order to develop the village zone community
center/neighborhood in the first phase for the purpose of increasing the residential
development and decreasing the commercial development in the first phase. Phase I as
previously approved consisted of 21 acres of development with 70 residential units,
145,000 square feet. of commercial space, one acre park/plaza, and an off-site road
connection to St. Francis Drive.

"Phase II as previously approved consisted of 18 acres of development with 30 residential
units and 220,000-225,000 square feet. of commercial space.
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"Upon careful evaluation of the market analysis the applicant has determined that the
demand for residential will increase. The applicant’s proposal, s part of this
amendment, is to combine phases I and II of the previous approval to be Phase II of the
current proposal. The new Phase I would develop the village zone community
center/neighborhood and increase the number of residential units to 175 and decrease
commercial area to 136,000 square feet, and 37.78 acres of open space, parks and a main
plaza. Increasing residential and decreasing commercial would create a greater balance.”

Ms. Lucero noted that the applicants are requesting a master plan amendment to the
previously approved Oshara Ranch mixed-usc development in order to change the phasing of the
project to develop the village zone community center/neighborhood and increase the amount of
residential units and decrease the amount of commercial development in the first phase. Based
on the preliminary housing needs analysis and the fiscal impact study for the Community
College District staff can support an increase in the amount of residential development and
decrease in the amount of commercial development as it relates to the modified phasing. Staff
recommendation and the decision of the EZA was to recommend approval of this request subject
1o all previously imposed conditions of the original master plan in addition to the following
condition:

1. Participation in an infrastructure extension policy for district wide infrastructure,
improvements and operation as applicable.

Commissioner Duran noted that there was some concern at the original plan that there
was too much commercial development. The County hired a consultant to do a fiscal impact
study on the Commaunity College District, which found there was too much commercial.

Councilor Roberison-Lopez pointed out that recent discussions in the RPA encouraged
striving for 30 percent affordable housing. Ms. Lucero said 15 percent was proposed, which is
in accordance with the Community College District Ordinance. Commissioner Duran stated the
RPA was still trying to determine whether 30 percent was economically feasible.

Duly swomn, agent Lom Tryk explained the intent was to change the phasing of the
master plan in order to begin devclopment closer to Richards Avenue would provide greater
commercial viability in the short-run. He showed artists’ renderings of how the plaza and
various housing types would look. He said the new plan is more in linc with the Community
College District's goals and vision of a morc pedestrian-oriented village. He added the new
mix is a better balance.

Referring to the original plan, Mr. Tryk noted the northeast connector, which was to
come in later, will now be in the first phase. He referred to a letter wherein the applicant
agrees as a condition of construction of the first phase to design and bond for that road. He
said the water budget has been cut approximately in half due to the sophisticated water
reclamation aspects of the project. He characterized the State Engineer's Office as very excited
about the innovative technology proposed.

Santa Fe City/County
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Mr. Tryk said updated market demand and absorption rate study indicated a greater
demand for housing rather than commercial. Using maps, he demonstrated the changes
proposed.

Councilor Robertson-Lopez referred to supplemental TIAs done by Al Pitts which are
referred to in an October 4, 2004 letter. It was determined that the attachments were not
included in the packet. Mr. Tryk said the northeast connector has been designed and
engineered and drawings are on file. Ms. Lucero provided copies of the TIAs. Councilor
Robertson-Lopez referred to City Traffic Engineer John Nitzel's remarks and asked City
Public Warks Director Robert Romero to comment on the traffic concerns. Mr. Tryk indicated
Mr. Nitzel requested a study be donc and that has been completed. Cost-sharing concerns are
addressed in staff’s condilions about the participation of all developers in a fair-share
agreement, He called paying for the northeast connector "a giant first step”. He said they have
addressed Mr. Nitzel's major concerns.

Councilor Robertson-Lopez brought up the capacity of the intersection at Richards
Avenue and Rodeo Road, mentioned in Mr. Nitzel’s remarks. He suggested that impact fees be
paid in a manner proportional to traffic being directed into city steeets.

Mr. Tryk noted Mr. Catanach has explained the contemplated process in the past. He
said the County was seen as the "point person” for the improvements. Money will not be
funncled directly to the intersection at Richards Avenue and Rodeo Road. Mr. Tryk cxplained
that there were two options ~ payin g into an assessment district that apportions costs system
wide, or they can improve specific projects. He pointed out that Mr. Nitzel also mentions St.
Francis Drive which is far from the property, He said the improvements to intersection at
Richards Avenue and Rodeo Road are minor compared to their project on the northeast
connector and it seems unfair to contribute to both.

Councilor Robertson-Lopez said she was disturbed that all the improvements seemed to
be for County roads. She said the impact of development should be borne by developers and
the intersection at Richards Avenue and Rodeo Road is already a failed intersection.
Commissioner Duran asked, “Where does it stop?"

Frank Herdman, duly sworn and counsel for the applicant, stated the applicant is
prepared to participate in the fair-share program and they do not demarcate City and County
jurisdictions. The plan is to reccive a credit for the northeast connector which will be used by
other devclopers.

Councilor Robertson-Lopez pointed out that the developer is not having to pay for the
federal rights-of-way, so the public is in a sense participating in the project. Mr, Herdman said
the northeast connector will be serving 2 wide area.

Robert Romero, City Public Warks Director, stated he has not yet reviewed the report
submitted to DOT, but agreed it was essential to determine the fair-share distribution of costs.
He agreed the intersection at Richards Avenue and Rodeo Road was failing and the northcast

Santa Fe City/County
Extraterritorial Zaning Authority. October 28, 2004 14

™

1

e
T od

F00Z/%1/2T AE@IODHY YMYATD D48

—

. e
A e d

p—re
Y

3

ST



connector will 1ake pressure off of it. He said they are also concerned about Richards from
Governor Miles.

Commissioner Duran indicated the area is a high-demand growth area and growing
pains are to be expected, He said building the intersection at Richards Avenue and Rodeo Road
is a major contribution and the devcloper should not be overburdencd. Mr. Romero said they
are doing something similar in the Santa Fe Estates arca in determining a pro rata share for
cach developer.

Councilor Robertson-Lopez said she was not trying to break the back of developers, but
she wanted to clarify the documents in question.

Under oath, Alan Hoffman stated the study now in the hands of Councilor Robertson-
Lopez was prepared at the behest of the City Traffic Department. Following questions about
St. Francis traffic, the County engaged Mr. Pilts to do a T-model, something required for the
Highway Department to grant the right-of-way. The report also refers to beneficial impacts of
the northeast connector. Iie reiterated they are committed to contributing their fair share
whether it's city or county. He said they are grateful for help they are getting with rights-of-
way and the road will be a benefit the neighborhood as well as Oshara. If the credit accrued
from the northeast connector is used up they will pay more,

Councilor Robertson-Lopez said she would like to see a condition asking the City and
County to work together with the developer to address all the issues. Mr, Hoffman indicated he
understood this was a condition of approval.

Duly swom, Jeremy Mains, president-clect of the Santa Fe Homebuilders Association,
stated people want 1o move to Sania Fe and they need places o live. He supported the proposal
which could be an icon for the rest of the country.

Damian Terrel, under oath, stated his family has lived in the area for generations. He
lamented the sprawl] taking place and said he believed the development would offer many
amenities. He welcomed Oshara ta the neighborhood.

Under oath, Ben Luce of Los Alamos said he was allied with solar cnergy organizations
and other groups for clean and affordable energy. He stated he is interested in this project duc
to the cnergy-efficiency aspects and good urban design.

David Diego Muiligan, previously sworn, said he was in support as an
environmentalist, since it appears to be sustainable and healthy, Working at the Community
College, he commended the developer for providing a more affordable alternative for housing
within walking or biking distance. He asked the Authority not to put up obstacles.

Previously sworn, Jennifer Hanann spoke of her experience with sustainable
communities in northern Californiz and asked for support for the forward-locking, creative
team on this project.
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Robert Garcia, speaking for the Richards Avenue Association and previousty sworn,
noted the association opposed the original master plan. He said this plan is far superior. He
asked for assurance that the northeast connector would absolutely be built, and said he
understood that commitment was made. He asked that the Camino Carlos Rey extension,
running down the east side of Oshara, also be built soon. He indicated that the association is in
favor of traffic circles and asked that they be considered. He noted that John McCarthy is
committed to extending Dinosaur Trail, and he supports the traffic circle concept for traffic
calming.

Chuck Hammer from the Academy of Technology and Classics, previously sworn, said
the school has been talking with Oshara about the possibility of placing the school on the
property. He said they are seeking a greater interaction with the Community College and
would welcome the chance to have a facility near there. Councilor Robertson-Lopez said she
understood the charter school was to be built next to IAIA. Mr. Hammer said Rancho Viejo
has not committed to them.

Returning to the podium, Mr, Terrel pointed out that Old Galisteo also needs
improvement.

Councilor Robertson-Lopez noted that public transportation was already in the area and
she asked if there would be another bus stop along there. Mr. Hoffman said they have a letter
from Santa Fe Trails stating they could serve them from day-one, and Oshara has committed to
having a bus stop at the plaza.

Referring to potential additional funds for affordable housing coming the legislature,
Councilor Robertson-Lopez asked if they would be looking into state subsidy or grants. Mr,
Hoffman said he had not heard of the funds becoming available but said affordable housing
need not come solely from subsidies. He anticipates many homes will cost $200,000 which
could serve as an unsubsidized component for starter homes. The village concept lends itself to
a lower price range. Councilor Roberison-Lopez stated Oshara lent itself to affordability and
encouraged him to look into MFA sources.

Councilor Robertson-Lopez moved to approve the project with staff's condition, plus
two additional conditions:
2. County staff and developer will work on an agreement for cost allocation for traffic
improvements prior to building permits being issued.

She said the purpose of the condition is to allow City and County staff to look at the
latest traffic report and come to an agreement.

3 The City and County commit to working with the Federal Highway Administration and
New Mexico DOT and other entities to expedite and petition the State Transportation
Commission to support the release of right-of-way for the northeast connector. The
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developer will do nothing to interfere with or deter the northeast connector. [Approved
with successful motion.]

She said she understood the commitment was already made bul wanied to "keep
everyone's feet to the fire.”

In response 1o a question from Commissianer Duran, Counciler Robertson-Lopez said
she did not feel condition 2 was redundant to condition 1. She said while she doesn’t want to
sec the project held up, her condition 2 makes it clear theee is work to be done.

Mr. Catanach reiterated that many developers have been making improvements with the
understanding that costs will eventually be distributed equitably.

There was no sccond to Councilor Robertson-Lopez’s motion.

Commissioner Duran move to approve Case #Z 04-4450 with stafi’s conditloa and
Councilor Robertson-Lopez’s condition number 3. Commissioner Anaya seconded and the
motion passed by unanimous voice vote,

Commissioner Monloya said it is critical that there be a coordinated plan among all of

the developments, and that seems (o be taking place.

PETITIONS FROM THE FLOOR

Nonc were presented.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE AUTHORITY

None were presented.

MATTERS FROM LAND USE STAFF

Ms. Lucero stated the November and December meetings are traditionaily combined,
and the meeting was scheduled for Tuesday, December 7, 2004 at 6:00 p.m.
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CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Vigil.
COMMISSIONER VIGIL: We need to work on these kinds of issues but T
just don’t feel comfortable that we have sufficient information, 1 would like to motion to

continue. Wayne, you've probably done all you probably can and you're overstretched qu
with this, but I think we need to get some raw data in here. I think we need to know how O
this affects utility customers and that’s a critical issue that I think we've just focused on
with one community and that's Sierra Vista. Perhaps we need to bring in some of the ]
utility companies or utility rcpresentatives with regard to this so that they can provide a =
broader scope of information for us. It sounds wonderful and I think if I had further L
information and that vtility issue was of a comfort level to me, T would move forward as G
fast with this as I possibly could but at this point in ime, without having that piece of
information, I would like to motion that we table this until next meeting and hopefully we [
can get raw data on this. =1
CHAIRMAN ANAYA: There's becn a motion to table. Is there a second? b
COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Second. )
CHATRMAN ANAYA: Motion, second. ~
>
The mofion to table consideration of the water recirculation ordinauce passed o
by majority [4-1] voice vote with Commissloner Campos voling against. g
XITI. A, 2. EZ CASE # 5-04-4551 Oshara Village. New Village Consulting
L1C, Allan Hoffman, applicant, Lorn Tryk, agent, request final
plat and development plan approval for Phase 1 of the Oshara
Village Development, which will consist of 175 Residential lots
and 136,00 square feet of commercial space on 74 lots, on a total
of 37.78 acres in accordance with the previously approved master
plan. The property is Iocated along Richards Avenue south of I-
25 in the Community College District, within Section 16,
Township 16 North, Range 9 East
COMMISSIONER CAMPQS: Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Campos.
COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: When we approved the agenda, the first
question was whether this was right for consideration because documents were provided by
the developer at the very last moment, and perhaps staff or the Commission hadn’t had an
opportunity to revicw that, And I would like to have that addressed by the applicant.
CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay. Do you want to hear from Vicky first, or do
you want 1o hear from the applicant? Do you remember the concemns, Lom? You want to
address those real quick?
MR. TRYK: Just real briefly, we have not submiited anything in the last
EXHIBIT
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few days. I was made aware that the packet was missing the memo from the Environment
Department. I think it was mistakenly characterized as missing the memo from City
Traffic. It's actually in there. None of these memos are particularly recent. We have not
provided anything to staff in the last couple of days. So as far as we're aware, everything
was presented in a timely fashion.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: May I ask a question of Dolores Vigil?

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: You bet.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I think staff did mention that they wanted to
table this because documents had not been provided on a timely basis. Would you please
address that?

MS. VIGIL: Yes. Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Campos, what I was
addressing was there had been some issues that I felt hadn't been addressed concerning the
roads. And since the staff has submitted their staff report, those issues have been
addressed, And I also want to stale that we did receive a comment or a memo from the
Utilities Department today. [Exhibit 5] And that's one of the memos that I had said earlier
that I had just received and reviewed, and I did give a copy to the applicant for review
also.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: And were those issues adequately discussed
in your staff report?

MS. VIGIL: I'd like to defer that to Vicki Lucero, plcasc.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Okay.

VICKI LUCERO (Zoning Director): Mr. Chairman, Commissioner
Campos, as far as the issues that werc brought up by the Utilities Division today, those
were not a part of our memo, our staff memo. We just reviewed comments to that effect
today. Perhaps Doug Sayre could answer questions regarding his recommendation.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman?

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Sullivan,

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: One of the memos that Ms. Vigil referred
to. Dolores Vigil, was Doug Sayre's memorandum regarding the wastewater treatment
facilities. And I won't read it all, but his conclusion: “Based on the wastewater facilities
submittals to date, and the status of the discharge plan application, approval of the final
development plan at this time should only be considered with conditions that final
development plat approval be considered when complete and detailed engineering plans
including design calculations and soil analysis for the wastewater facility have been
submitted.”

T would just remind the Commission that when we did the La Pradera approvals in
the Community College District that at their final plan stage they had complete drawings of
the wastewater plant that they proposed. And they had a letter from the Environment
Department from the permit section saying that the application was acceptable. This
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particular application was just noticed on June 6. A notice just came out, So there’s a
public hearing process to go through, and there’s even comments in the documents about
the possibility of maybe connecting into the Community College District plant. So it's still
quite up in the air what's going on here. And we're not at a point where we can make that
decision. I just wanted to point those staff comments out to you.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: So I guess 1 have a question of staff. Did they
follow all the guidelines that they needed to in order for us to hear them tonight? Yes or
no?

MS. LUCERO: Mr, Chairman, I think the only outstanding issue was the
water service agreement, which was approved carlier this evening, and the issues regarding
traffic. We've spoken with Public Works since the time that our memo was prepared, and
they’re comfortable with this case proceeding forward for final development plan. I did
also speak with Doug Sayre before the mecting, and he is fine with this case proceeding
with the condition that the wastewater treatment system has to be approved prior to plat
recordation.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay. So we heard from staff that says they feel
comfortable that this can go forward. I want to know from the Commission, do you all
want this to go forward or not?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Yes.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Yes.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: No.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay. We'll hear it. Go ahead, Vicki.

MS. LUCERO: Thank you, Mr, Chairman. On January 11*, 2005, the BCC
granted preliminary development plan and plat approval for phase I of the Oshara
development. The BCC gave direction that the applicant and staff work out the water
budget issues and come up with a back-up plan for this project, as well as adjust the buffer
area along Richards Avenue. The County Hydrologist has outlined a water allocation
backup plan that he feels will protect the County system, In this backup plan, he estimates
that a total of 40.78 acre-feet of waler rights would need to be transferred to the County in
order to protect the County utility and at the same time allow Oshara to demonstrate its
proposed water budget. The applicant has addressed this issue in a letter dated June 3,
2005.

In regards to the buffer area along Richards Avenue, the land use zoning map of the
Community College District Ordinance, which refers to buffer areas as a fringe zone,
illustrates a 200-foot buffer arca along both sides of Richards Avenue, Section 13.3.C of
the CCDO also states that zone boundaries in the Community College District shall be
refined during the master plan, preliminary development plan, and final development plan
approval process. The applicant is proposing a buffer along Richards Avenue that ranges
from approximately 60 fect to 570 feet. The applicant is proposing to create a 3- to 4-foot
berm along the most narrow portion of the buffec arca, Landscaping will also be
incorporated.
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In the CCD plan, the intent of buffers is a separation or transition between existing
residential neighborhoods and future village development areas. Along Richards Avenue
and State Road 14, buffers preserve the traffic priority nature of these main roads, and the
intent 1o create a boulevard rather than a roadway lined with buildings and driveways. The
buffer proposed by Oshara would separate the living priority road and buildings fronting it
from Richards Avenue, where traffic takes priority, with landscaping and the district trail
as envisioned by the CCD plan and ordinance. It also more restrictive than the other
developed areas on Richards Avenue, which do not have a buffer requirement.

The applicant is now requesting final plat and development plan approval for phase
1 at this time, Phase 1 will consist of the development of a village zone community center
neighborhood that will consist of 175 dwelling units and 136,000 square fect of
commercial space on 37,78 acres, as well as an additional 37.78 acres of open space parks
and main plaza. Twenty-seven of the dwelling units will be affordzble housing units, which
is 15 percent of the total number of units, as required by the CCDO, This application was
reviewed for access and roads, terrain management, open space, landscaping, archeology,
waler, waslewater, and fire protection.

Recommendation; Since the time that the staff report was submitted, we have had
additional discussions with Public Works. As I understand, we are okay with allowing this
to proceed for final development plan at this time, Therefore, slaff would to like to amend
our recommendation and recommend final plat and development plan approval subject to
conditions number 1 through 17 as listed in the staff report, and two additional conditions
as follows. Condition number 18, that the applicant must comply with the conditions of the
water servicc agreement prior to final plat recordation. And condition number 19, that if
the 11 acre-feet of water rights do not get transferred, the developer will only be allowed
to plat 117 lots. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you. Any questions of Vicki? Okay, hearing
none, is the applicant here?

(Duly sworn, Lom Tryk testified as follows:]

MR. TRYK: I wanled to just remind you of the things we were asked to do
in some detail, some of which were conditions that were put on in our preliminary
approval, and some which were added by staff during this process of the last couple of
months, Regarding water, wc were asked to start the application of transfer for the 30 acre-
feet of waler rights. As you heard earlier today, that application has been made to the
office of the State Engineer. We were asked to execule a water service agrecment, We've
worked diligently with County staff, including legal staff, to get that done.

We were asked to agree to the County Hydrologist’s budget, as well as his
mechanism for credits and debits, if you will, and monitoring of our budget. Since it’s a
Spartan budget, he wanted to make sure that if we exceeded it, we were penalized, If we
came in under it, we would be able to carry some of those water rights forward. We have
agreed to his budget and his conditions without exception.

We were asked to further develop the commercial covenants in terms of low-water
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uses in the commercial area, which we've done and staff has accepted. And we were asked
to specifically enter into an agreement with Greer Enterprises, where the 30 acre-feet is
coming from, so that the destiny of those 30 acre-fect would be without question. All of
those have been taken care of.

It was carlicr mentioned that the 375 acre-feet that us basically gelting a stand-by
agreement with you as part of our water service agreement would evaporate - I use that
term no pun intended - once the 375 acre-feet are transferred to the Buckman direct
diversion, That is actually incorrect. They do not go away. We think that you're taking a
miniscule risk with the water service agreement that you've already approved. If we don't
meet the budget, and we don't ever get a chance to transfer the eleven acre-feet, which you
already heard earlier John Utton say are “good water rights,” pre-1907 Pefia Blanca waler
rights. He saw no problem with those getting approved by the Office of the State Engineer.
"This is taking 2 very small risk.

1 say that as a preface to saying that we do have a problem with the additional
condition of number 19, of limiting us to 117 lots. That was a surprise to us today, We
thought we had worked out all of the contingencies of this water service agreement, and
protected the County in several ways already. And it is a great burden for the project. So I
want you to consider that carefully because the financial feasibility, the obtaining of
financing for the infrastructurc, was predicated on building 175 houses, So there's a
serious concern, We think of the temporary granting, and it isn't actually granting, it’s
basically a stand-by agreement of those eleven acre-fect being like co-signing of a loan.
And there’s a very, very small chance that it would ever come into play, and only
temporarily, Meanwhile, think of the opposite, which is to stand by the water service
agreement that you already passed, and not force us to limit ourselves to 117 houses, sends
& message that you're supporting good, sustainable development.

The second category that we were asked to analyze was the northeast connector.
Staff asked us for more assurance that the northeast connector was passible, that it was
really going to happen. We explained to you last time that the northeast connector,
obtaining the right-of-way, while it’s a condition of our recordation and we can'’t move
forward without it, it’s not something that we can petition. The City and the County
actually have to petition through the Access Control Committee for that right-of-way. But
staff felt it’s imporiant to have some indication that that process was going 1o ultimately be
successful. If you recali the Extraterritodal Authority, when they granted approval to us,
put in a condition that the City and the County commit to working with the Pederal
Highway Administration and the DOT and other entities to expedite and petition the State
Transportation Committes to support the release of a right-of-way for the northeast
connector. I'm reading this verbatim: “The developer will do nothing to interferc with or
deter the northeast connector.”

Well, since that time, we tried as much as possible to steer that ship. We went to
the Department of Transportation, We went again to the City Public Works Department,
entered into further discussions with them to make sure that everybody was in support of
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it. At our meetings with the Department of Transportation, they suggested that we go to
the RPA, since it’s a joint City-County body, to make sure that everybody was on the same
page, and before we proceed to the RPA that we go to their Technical Advisory
Committee. The Technical Advisory Commitiee includes members of City, County, and
State. We've been to the TAC, and we've had them vole on it in favor of the northeast
connector, and it is proceeding to the RPA for their ratification. So we have made some
considerable strides in that arca of obtaining the right-of-way, even though as I said before,
it's not really something that’s within our control.

We had a letter with some concerns last ime from the City regarding traffic,
particularly traffic in the area of Rodec and Richards. Since that time, in mecting with City
Traffic and them realizing that the northeast cannector will now be a part of cur phase 1,
rather than phase 2, they have amended that letter. It's included in your staff report. And it
is very positive in support of this project.

I think it's also worth noting that not only did this northeast connector show up on
the Community College District Pian, but we've had a lot of support from neighbors
anxious to see it happen and anxious to see it happen in phase 1 as a traffic-reliever, We
were asked by Public Works to consider making ancther connection between the northeast
connector and Richards Avenue. We're already making two, They asked for a third, which
would run through the neighboring property, the Taurus property to our north. We have
resisted that, First of all, we don’t control the land, fExhibit §] We simply cannot comply
with that request. Secondly, we have been urged by our neighbors to the north to hold off
on planning that road until they can go through their master planning process.

Finally, I'd like to point out that those who are so anxious to see us make a direct
connection from the northeast connector to Richards and Dinosaur Trail are hoping that
this will be somehow a bypass highway. And we urge you to realize that's not going to be
the case, The Community College District Ordinance asks for a dense network of small
roads, rather than a few large roads. And we're already doing our part in phase 1 to create
two road connections. This third one that will eventually occur in phase 2 of our project
and go through Taurus will be a third, But it’ll also go through a neighborhood center, So
it is not going to be & more direct route. T want to point that out. We would like to sec it
occur in the future, but we don't think that it's significantly an improvement over what
we're already intending to provide.

The last thing that we were asked to, just in general categorics that we were asked
to look at, was wastewater treatment. Several things. One, when we were approved at
preliminary, you will recall our condition of approval was to do final working drawings
before recordation, not before final plat. So we are not reneging on a previous promise. I
want to make that clear. Secondly, since the time we saw you last, we have done a whole
lot more design work on this wastewater treatment plant and presented it to ED and gotten
a very favorable letier back from them, which apparently you don't have copies of, and I
think Anna is providing you with right now. [Exhibir 77

Basically, what staff asked us to do before we came back to you is get some
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indication from the Environment Department that they would be willing to approve this
technology, since this is a - I wouldn’t say cutting edge, but it is not the most basic of
technology. This was particularly important to the County Hydrologist, our utilities
director, because we're using treated wastewater for toilet flushing. And he wanted to
make sure that that essential component of our water budget was going 1o be practical. So
since then we have done a great deal more work and potien a very positive
recommendation from the Environment Department. There’s no iron-clad guarantec that
they'll give us a permit, It never is until they've gone through that process. But it was a
very positive step for us to take.

Finally, there was mention of the buffer, and the fact that we were asked to study it
again. And as staff said in their report, there is the right to refine the buffer. Our buffer
varies from fairly narrow - I don't think it's actually 60 fcet wide, but something under
200 feet to somcthing close to 600 feet, We took the step on our own (o go to the
neighbors, talk with them, make sure that they would support our buffer. Went out, staked
out the site, put up story poles, did renderings, showed them that this one block area was
critical for the success and viability of our commercial area, They came back to us and said
that they agreed with us, They did ask us to do 2 couple of things in terms of our
commercial design, which you'll see in the letter from the South Richards Avenue
Association, [Exhibit 8] They asked us to do some stepping back and some modifying of
the second stories of those buildings.

But in general, we're in agreement with that buffer being designed as we have
designed it. Again, I want to point out that to us that’s critical, not only for commercial
viability, but for the viability of transit. The transit company has told us that they would be
willing to bring a stop inlo our project, rather than having one out on Richards Avenue
where no one would use it, only if our commercial strect and plaza are close to Richards
Avenue, And I think we mentioned last ime that signage is geing to grow in size as we
step further and further away from Richards Avenue, So I think it's an important issue to
us. We're not being cavalier about it. And it's something that we've gencrated good
suppori for,

So those are the things that we were asked to do last time. I think we followed
through with them rigorously, got good support. Again, the only thing that I think we were
not in agreement with is this new condition 19 on limiting us on our number of lots. Other
than that, we've fooked the staff report over in detail and agree with all the other
conditions, And you'll find that many of the conditions have already been satisfied. I think
all of the ones enumerated in 17, A through G, have already been satisfied. So we're
getting pretty far down the road there.

Anyway, that gives you an overview of what we’ve been doing the last few months,
and we stand for your questions,

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Lom. Any questions of Lom? Okay,
Commissioner Sullivan?
COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Lom, on the setback from the commercial,
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the Richards Avenue Association with whom you met recommended 140 feet from the
right-of-way. Is that ckay with you?

MR. TRYK: Yes.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. So that’s the minimum setback from
the right-of-way for the commergial.

MR. TRYK: That’s for buildings from the right-of-way.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Well, what would be the setback for other
things?

MR. TRYK: Well, we have roads and parking closer to the right-of-way of
Richards Avenue than that, They're referring to the face of the buildings.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So you're not willing ~ the 200-foot is
what’s required in map 14 on the Community College District. So you're not willing to go
for the 140, then?

MR, TRYK: No.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: No? Okay.

MR. TRYK: It depends on your definition.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: My definition is a setback’s a setback.
There's no development, it's a buffer area. That would be my definition.

MR. TRYK: Then no. And that's not their intent either. And I'l] lct them
address that.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. On the issue of the setbacks for the
bus, you may have seen it, I'm sure you have, I wrote a letter to the transit director asking
whether that 200-foot setback would impact their providing service to your development,
or would cause you to incur any additional costs. And you may recall from seeing his
response that his answer was no, it wouldn't, that there would be service regardless. If you
would like me to read that letter into the record, I will. If you disagree with that, I'll be
glad to read that into the record, Have you -

MR. TRYK: Did you hear my comment which was that they said that they
would still provide a transit stop, but if we moved further from the road, they would
provide it on Richards Avenue?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: That’s not what the letter said. The letter
said that they would provide service, and they went on to say that of course the closer
service is to a population area, the more people you get voluntarily to use transit service.
And that would apply anywhere, of course, where you go in a population center. If your
population center was 200 fect back or if it was 140 feet back or if it were 60 feet back, as
it is now, either way where that population center is, if your bus stop is closer to that
center, then it’s going to more convenient for people. That's what the letter said.

MR. TRYK: Our indication from them was they could immediately provide
us  stop within the development, if we were no further away than we are. They could
immediately provide a stop on Richards Avenue if we moved fusther away. They could
provide in the future a stop within the development if we moved further away. That's the
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indication that they gave us.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. That may be in the discussions that
you had with them. It’s not in the letter. The letier, I specifically asked was there anything
that impacted that, and their answer was no, that they could provide the service at the 200
feet.

MR. TRYK: Your letter says: “Bus stops could be sited on Richards
Avenue to serve residents of the proposed development, assuming that an accessible way
connecting the stops to the development is provided.”

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Yes, in other words you’ve got 2 bus stop
and you need a path to get people to the bus stop.

MR. TRYK: If anyone would use it, yes.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Yes. If they need it, I'm sure they will.
And then also, Mr. Chairman, just a clarification. There's occasionatly some confusion
about the temporary water rights that the County’s negotiated with the City of Santa Fe and
the settlement to the San Juan/Chama diversion water rights issue. And I want to be sure
that there's not any confusion about that. The 375 acre-feet that's included in the water
service agreement that's available to us right now is through the City of Santa Fe. That 375
acre-feet of water rights is a temporary water right allowance that they’ve given us to
enable development to move forward, prioritize development to move ferward in the
interim. That is not in any way connected to the County's resolution of the San
Juan/Chama walter rights issue, wherein 5,605 acre-feet was allocated to the City and the
County. And we had been arguing for many, many years over how much of that was for
the County and how much of that was for the City. The ultimate conclusion of that was
that that 375 acre-feet, which doesn't become available until after the Buckman Direct
Diversion is online, that 375 acre-feel was the settlement of that dispute. We got 375 acre-
feet; the City pot the rest.

The 375 acre-feet that Oshara will be making use of in the water scrvice agreement
is the 375 - that's a totally different 375, Because if it weren’t, you couldn’t use it. You'd
have to wait until the Buckman Direct Diversion was online, That 375 is the temporary
water that we negoliated with them so that some developments could move forward while
they were getting water rights. That 375 does go away at that point. And I want to be very
clear that the Commission understands that that water service agreement is not an
agreement with Oshara for eleven acre-feet in perpetuity, going beyond the BDD, the
opening of the Buckman Direct Diversion. At that point, you have to have your eleven
acre-feet in place. And that was the concern that we discussed earlier, So 1 would take
exception 10 your comment that it’s not temporary. T was on the negotiation team for that
for over a year, intimately involved in it, as were other members of the Commission, and
it is temporary. I just want to clear the air on that.

I have some other questions later, Mr. Chairman, after the public hearing. But
that's it for now. Thank you.

CHATRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Commissioner Sullivan.
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COMMISSIONER VIGIL: T would just like Steve Waust to respond to
Commissioner Sullivan’s characterization of that 375 acre-feet. Is it your understanding
that it’s temporary? Or is it finite or is it forever or what?

DR. WUST: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Vigil, Commissioner Sullivan
was correct, I1's a bridge, basically, from the City to account for what will be San
Juan/Chama water in the direct diversion. However, the water that the City is bridging
with is not water, in the strict accounting sense that will be used to supply the
developments from the Buckman direct diversion. That's why we're asking to bring in
waler rights. If we were just making an arrangement that they would get a piece of the
375, and we’re assuming that rolls over into San/juan Chama, they would need water
rights, because that’s what we have. But we're trying to supplement our capacity within the
direct diversion project way beyond the 375. And we're asking developers to bring in
water rights to help us be able to reach that capacity.

So in essence, what's going on is the eleven acre-feet that Oshara is requesting is
part of the bridge. ‘That bridge goes away, and if they have the water rights in place in
time, it rolls over into the cleven acre-feet they've put into the Buckman project, which is
different from the San Juan/Chama water. And if they don’t have their water rights or any
other development doesn’t have their water rights at that time, it's not assumed that that’s
going to roll over into the San Juan/Chama portion of the direct diversion. And so the wct
water, the allotment, does go away, because jt's rolling over to a diffcrent place. And we
don’t want to assurne, he's correct, we don't want to assume that a developer can just
assume, “If I don't have my water rights, I'll just take it out of the San Juan/Chama
portion of the direct diversion.” Because that’s not the same allotment coming from the
City during this bridge time.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Okay.

DR. WUST: 1 hope that cleared it up somewhat.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: At some level. So this eleven acre-feet water that
we’re requiring is a good thing?

DR. WUST: Mr, Chairman, Commissioncr Vigil, that is absolutely right,
and we do it with all developers. That is that we do not want to be allocating our San
Juan/Chama portion of the direct diversion just to anyone without some kind of
compensation to help us reach our full - T believe our full capacity of the direct diversion
is 1,700 acre-fect. But we've ot to make up that difference between 1,700 and 375 in the
water rights, We're buying some ourselves, but just like we do with roads or
infrastructure, we require that developers contribute to that portion so we can supply them
with water,

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Okay. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay. This is a public hearing. All those in favor or
that want lo speak against this case, could you please come forward? Not all at once, now.
Go ahcad, ma’am, come on up. If you could just state your name for the record and talk
directly into the mike so that everybody can hear you.
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LOUISE WILLIAMS: Thank you for the opportunity. My name is Louse
Williams, and I have lived in the neighborhood along with other neighbors that are here present
with me today. I'm not directly on Richards Avenue, but however on the northeast corridor
that’s being discussed for road easement and access. And T am not speaking against the
development of the capacity building that's needed on Richards Avenue. I mostly wanted to talk
in terms of the northeast corridor, and recognize that people need to have access and ways (o
get in and around, and very much supportive of the County taking a stance to require that
developers do look for more than one altemative to move traffic, and not necessarily high-
moving traffic through neighborhoods.

So we are in a neighborhood where we, as I was looking at the plan in the back, not
having had the opportunity to look at the packet which you have which is much more extensive,
but looking at the packet in the back, recognized that onc of the options was to take a look at
Rabbit Road. And Rabbit Road I just want to mention to the County is & road that already hasa
bottleneck on it as it comes onto St. Francis, and asking that the County do continue to ask
developers to be responsible to looking for a variety of easements and ways to move traffic
instead. And I recognize that there was one discussion of not only two roads, and Public Works
is asking that they look to a third alternate. And that may not happen until phase 2 or at another
point in time, but I do thank you for looking at not wanting to put high-traffic roads through the
neighborhoods, We already to have bottlenecks that are in place.

And if the County needs to work with the other entities, federal state entities to try to
see if we can get fight-of-way access from Richards directly onto I-25, we'd be very much in
support of that, encourage that. I know it's been a discussion topic for a long time. And I didn’t
hear that conversation come up today, about getting traffic onto Rabbit Road, but I did see it in
the packet in the back, and I speak to concerns that high-moving traffic would be a concern of
ours in the neighborhiood, If that had a little bit of a rise, if there wasn’t planned development to
include traffic lights, making sure traffic is not moving too fast, there I see room for accidents.
When we are moving off Old Galisteo Road and Old Galisteo coming onto the frontage road,
it's difficult for us to see traffic coming from the west, moving east towards south St. Francis
and getfing on St. Francis. We'd be concemed about high traffic and fast-moving traffic. And
there is a bottleneck on south St. Prancis moving north on St. Francis. So I just want to express
concern that we do need to have various ways to move traffic from Richards Avenue instead of
just looking at two or thres avenues, and encouraging developers to take the steps of developing
those additional arleries. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Ms. Williams, thank you very much.

MS. WILLIAMS: I appreciate that,

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Anybody else want to speak? Okay, anybody want to
speak in favor of this? Can I see a raise of hands of who's in favor of this project? Do you all
want to speak, or do you want to have a representative to speak for you? I just want to make
sure you're not repeating yourselves. So you can come forward if you want to speak. If you all
want to stand up, we can swear you in al one time, that’d be great. The oncs that want to
speak, raise your right hands. Thank you. Go ahead. Come forward, sir. You all can come up
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and sit here in the front. That way we can move this along., Could you just state your name?
[Duly sworn, Tom Noblock testified as follows:}
TOM NOBLOCK: My name is Tom Noblock, I'm at 35 Encantado Loop in
Eldorado. I teach at the Community College. I do Radio KSFR at the Community College, I'm
the: co-founder and co-director of the Youth Radio Network Santa Fe. I want to live in Oshara
Village. I've testified about sustainability about this project in the past to you, and I'm just
going to say the more it gets delayed, the less affordable it gets for somebody like me, for
somebody like a lot of the people that want to live here. The affordable housing is a great part
of this, and the more it gets delayed, the less affordable it is, And I appreciate your listening.
CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Tom, Next?
[Duly sworn, Robert Garcia testified as follows:]
ROBERT GARCIA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioncrs, my name is Robert
Garcia, 8 Spirit Run Place, Santa Fe, And I'm speaking tonight on behalf of the South Richards
Avenue Association. Some of you may kmow I'm also the chair of the Community College
Development Review District, but I'm not speaking for them tonight. Even though this is in the
Community College District, it’s actually also within the EZA, so they have reviewed this
project, not this committee. But I am speaking on behalf of the South Richards Avenue
Assocization.

Some of you may recall that about three years ago, I believe it was about three years
ago, we spoke in opposition to the master plan that was eventually adopted for this particular
site. So you may ask why are we tonight speaking in favor of this one? Basically, it's because
we think this is a much better plan. And we'd like to see this move ahead, becanse we think it's
going to be a really good example for the rest of the development in the Community College
District to have to live up to. Specifically, we support it because we think it’s in keeping with
thc Community College District plan.

I want to clarify the issue on the setback, that our letter ~ and I think you all have the
letter, it was sent to you signed by our president, Ms. Jane Petchesky. Regarding the setback,
what it says is that we support the lesser setback along the block closest to Richards Avenuc as
requested. We estimate this to be about 140 feet from the edge of the right-of-way. Now, we all
went out there on site, s0 we saw exactly where the buildings were proposed, and thal's what
we're supporting. So the 140 feet is an estimate.

Now, we did feel very strongly - orginally when it was presented to us, we were told
that it was being measured from the center of the road. Our understanding is that's not in
kecping with the ordinance and necds to be measured from the edge of the right-of-way, We
think that’s an important precedent that you keep in mind for all developments. But we were
on-site. We saw where the proposed buildings are to be, and we support that sethack, Nobody
at that time knew why there was 140 feet, 120 feet, 160 feet, we just estimated it to be 140
feel,

However, that support is contingent, as I believe Mr. Tryk mentioned, on - they have
very nice drawings similar to that, They're nice-looking buildings, but it’s all kind of a straight,
flat front, and we wanted that broken up, both in distance and in height. And they have agreed
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to that. So that's very nice looking, but we want a little more variety, and they've agreed to
that, And we'll work with them as the final site plans are developed. But I just wanted to kry to
clarify that on the setback issue.

We also support the concept that the setback itself could be used for temporary uses.
And what we had in mind by that is in other words, if there's a restaurant there and they
wanted to have some temporary outdoor dining, say on the other side of the street, kind of
extend the feeling of community, that was fine with us, as long as it's just tsmporary.

We strongly support the construction of what is being called the northeast connector. In
fact, that's something that we pushed for from the very beginning. It is part of the Community
College District Plan. Originally they proposed that it be done on phase 2. We said that was
unacceptable to us, it had to be past of phase 1. And they have agreed with that. And we urged
that it be a slow-speed, meandering road. We urge that - we support the Community College
District Plan concept of many different roads, many small, slow-speed, meandering roads,
giving people lots of opportunities to get from wherever they are to wherever they need to go.
‘What we don't want is for twenty years from now, Richards Avenue to look like Airport Road
or St. Francis Drive. We don’t want to repeat that, We think we can do better in the
Community College District. The Community College District is the designated growth area for
the county. We know that, That’s fine. But we want it to be growth that the community’s going
to be proud of. We want the County to be able to point to that and say, “We did a great job out
these, and this is what we want in other places.”

We urged the construction of roundabouts on Richards Avenue, not signalized
intersections. We think that'Lt go a long way to creating a slower speed, much safer, more
visually positive street out there, And we strongly urge the construction of a new road, which 1
think has been alluded to tonight, which would connect the northeast connector to the one down
the cast side of the Oshara property to connect to the Community College itself and even the
east side of Windmill Ridge at Rancho Vicjo. We think that'll take a lot of pressure, a lot of
traffic, off Richards Avenue,

We know Richards Avenue, it’s going to be a major street. But as the Community
College District grows, it cannot be the only street connecting the city of Santa Fe and the
northern part of the county with the Community College District. There has to be more than
one way into the Community College District. That’s clearly the way to go, and the applicant
has said that they would support that, work with the County to accommodate that.

Finally, I did hear discussion tonight of the third conncction, which I guess would kind
of be opposite Dinosaur Trail. And we're very much in support of that happening also. But it is
true, we have not seen — the South Richards Avenue Association has not seen any specific
plans as to exactly where it would be, what the configuration would be, what impact it may
have on trails, both pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian, and equestrian trails are very important
out there, We don’t know what impact it’s going to have on drainage. So it’s fine with us that it
be required to be built, but we think it should be part of phase 2 or when the Taurus property
comes in for development so that the community and the public and the neighbortiood have an
opportunity to review the specifics, rather than just requiring that something be built without
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knowing exactly what it's going to be,

So overzll we support what you have before you tonight. We feel the applicants have
been very positive about working with the neighbors. The South Richards Avenue Association
urpes your approval. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA. Thank you, Mr. Garcia. Next.

{Duly sworn, Daniel Pivern testified as follows:]

DANIEL PIVERN: Hello Mr. Chairman and Commissioncrs, my name is
Daniel Pivem, I live off Rabbit Road in Arroyo Hondo West. I've been in Santa Fe for thirteen
years, and the last two years I have lived out in the Arroyo Hondo West community.

When 1 heard about Oshara being developed, I was concemned about five- and ten-acre
beautiful lots with hundreds of wellheads scattered out amongst the pinon and juniper. And I
was very, very concemed about it. And the more I learned about Oshara, the more and more
encouraged I become. And I'm very supportive of the development. I think that, like the first
lady who came up concemed about the traffic, 1 scc that Rabbit Road tuming into the northeast
connector and meandering siowly to the plaza is something that my family and I will very much
enjoy going to visit the plaza, I think that the water responsibility is extremely important. And I
appreciate the fact that local businesses will be primarily occupying the storefronts, along with
the residences.

I grew up in rural Colorado, I've seen sprawl damage communities. The community I
grew up in was a very small community. A lot of the agricultural land I grew up on is now
gated communities and big boxes and large franchise businesses all around. I think that sprawl
without consciousness can really create separation in a community. And I really fully believe
that Oshara will encourage inclusion and unity, and T look forward to visiting it often. Thank
you for your time.

CHATIRMAN ANAYA: Thanks, Daniel.

[Duly sworn, Charles Bensinger testified as follows:]

CHARLES BENSIGNER: Mr. Chairman, members of the commiltee, my
name is Charles Bensinger, I live at 41 Azul Loop in Eldorado. I worked on the original
Community College District Plan back in the year 2000. And a tremendous amount of wark
went into that plan. It's a very good pian, particularly the sustainable guidclines in it, which T
had a major role in drawing up.

Now, I think the sustainability guidelines, they’re not just about conserving natural
resources or using them more effectively. They're also about creating 2 living environment that
proposes to maximize the quality of life. When we talk about that, we'rc not talking about
excessive, wasteful, or extravagant quality of life. We're talking about something that's
supremely sensible and cost-effective. And thal, I believe, is what Oshara can show us, that it
can serve as a model for a supremely sensible and cost-effective way of living. And I think we
rezlly need mare of those models. So I urge you to approve this project. I think it’s a really
good one, and it’ll do much to benefit the citizens of Santa Fe. Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Charles,

[Duly swom, Adil Rizvi lestified as follows:]
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ADIL RIZVI: Mr, Chairman and members, my name is Adil Rizvi. T'm the
president of Design and Development Corporation. This is the corporation that’s in the process
of acquiring the Taurus property, which is a 64-acre property that's located on Richards Avenue
and south of the freeway. I have meet with Mr. Alan Hoffman and the Oshara - his design
tearn. I strongly support what he’s planning.

I am an enginecr with a master’s degree fram the University of New Mexico, and I've
been a developer and an engineer in the state for the past tweaty years. I have reviewed these
plans, and they look very good, and I strongly support it. We look forward to working with
him with our 64 acres, and also work on the third connection, which has been a topic of
discussion today, We think we will be able to link Oshara and the Taurus property and create 2
very good community with local roadway networks and other amenitics. So I strongly support
this project, and I think they’ve done a wonderful job in designing it. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Adil. Next.

[Duly swom, Evelyn White testified as follows:]

EVELYN WHITE; My name is Evelyn While, and excusc me, I have a bit of
sare throat. Commissioners, this is an eco-village project, and 1 really believe that in this time
on this planct we all have to leam how to do things differently. We have to leam how to work
together. We have to learn how to save water, and really do things differently. I think thisisa
really good project, and they really are doing things differently.

Commissioner Sullivan, I'm a little disappointed when I see your stance with the
project. I find myself wondering if you're opposed to all new building projects or if maybe you
don't like someone who's a part of it. But I do find myself wondering what it is that you're so
opposed to, and why you wouldn't support a project that is trying lo conserve water and really
trying 1o do the best that it can to bring people together, to integrate all kinds of new ideas, So
I'd really love to see all of you Commissioners supporting this. It's something that can be a
great example for not only Santa Fe, but for other paris of the country. If it's a successful
praject, as it appears it has the potential to be, it could attract all kinds of attention, positive
attention, for the city of Santa Fe, county of Santa Fe.

So I would encourage you to support the project, and not support things like high-speed
roads that would really affect the fecling of a village. I really like the idea of a village. I think
we need to create communities that are more connected, and a high-speed road through the
village wouldnt support that. So that’s another point. So please support it. Thanks.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Ms, White. Okay, two more people? Two,
three? Three.

{Duly swomn, Eric Wirrel testified as follows:]

ERIC WIRREL: Good evening, Commissioners. My name is Eric Wirrel, I'm
with the Federal Highway Administration. I've been asked to be available to make some
comments on roundabouts, which several people have requested in this neighborhood, I guess.
And just in general, T wanted to come out with a comment that the Federal Highway
Administration strongly supports roundabouts. We're promoting them nation-wide. If 1'm able
to, I'd like to hand out some flyers to you all, Safety-wise in the United States, the Insurance
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Institute for Highway Safety has indicated that serious injuries at roundabouts versus any other
type of intersection have gone down 76 percent, fatalities down 90 percent, pedestrian injuties
down 30 to 40 percent. Capacity-wise, efficiency-wise, they allow approximately a thirty
percent increase over a signalized intersection as far as the efficiency of flow.

Anyway, we're trying to promote them in New Mexico. New Mexico DOT is now
considering them at any new intersection. Any new signalized intersection, they're considering
4 roundabout first. They're going to build their first one this summer at the Route 66 Casino,
which is a long way from Santa Fe, I know. But I just wanted to make 2 general comment in
support, and be available if anyone had any questions.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Eric, Appreciate that. And yeah, you can
hand those out. Take a look at them.

[Duly swom, Diego Mulligan testified as follows:]

DIEGO MULLIGAN: My name is Diego Mulligan, and I live at 159D Calle
Ojo Feliz in Santa Fe, Santa Fe County, Mr, Chairman, Commissioners, I rise in support of
the Oshara Village, not as a broadcast journalist, but as the newly appointed president of the
New Village Institute, which at this point is a new non-profit organization which will be
working on water conservation education for the residents and businesses in Oshara. That will
not be our ultimate aim. We aim to support the development of healthy communities
everywhere, but we’re starting with what's real and what's in front of us. And QOshara looks
like it's going to be the best opportunity to create the kind of model that we can then leam so
much from and apply in other parts of the county and the state and the country.

Oshara has some of the most innovative and restrictive water covenants of any
development that I've ever seen. And we would like to help the residents and businesses
achicve those ambitious goals. Wc think they are achievable, but we belicve that it's really
essential that they get the kind of technical support and education that they need so that they
don’t grudgingly get brought into this kicking and dragging, but that they embrace the ideas
behind it, and have the support to actually make it work for them.

I also am very concemed about the Commanity Collcge District plans that might be
compromised if a high-speed road that is traffic priorily is forced through Oshara and the
current Taurus Ranch. I would much prefer, based on the information that I have, a network of
smaller living priority roads, which I believe is what the Community College District actually
rocommends.

One other thing that is a concern to me at this stage too is the proviso added on, and I
don’t have all the details on this at this point, but I believe it might be provision 19, that would
remove or let's say knock back the number of dwelling units from 175 to 117 because of the
concen about the water provision. And I have to confess that I am not a water expert in this,
and I am just as confused as the rest of you are in some of these arcas. I have a lot to leam
about it, but what 1 do kmow is that with fifteen percent of the Oshara homes being designated
for affordable homes, we will be losing their eight affordable homes as a result of that one
decision. They will be pulled back from 25 affordable homes to 17 officially affordable homes,
which Homewise and Habitat for Humanity will be cooperating with the developers to creale.
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And that is also of great concermn to me.

Tam a great supporter of roundabouts as well. I've spent a lot of time in different paris
of the country and the world where they are used quite effectively. And I really think we ought
to consider the difference between signalized Richards Avenue that would have several
stoplights with traffic going from zero to sixty, zero to sixty, zero to sixty, zero to sixty, rather
than having a road that has a design speed of approximaltely 35 miles an hour, with a decrease
in that speed down to 15 or 20 for the roundabouts, I think it's going to creale a much safer and
quieter environment, something better for our children, for our community, and also will serve
as a model for future developers. Thank you very much for your great efforts in understanding
this innovative project. I'll be probably talking with you more as the project advances. Thank
you.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Mr. Mulligan. One more speaker.

[Duly sworn, Jeremy Damien Terrell testified as foliows:]

JEREMY DAMIEN TERRELL: Hello, my name is Jeremy Damien Terrell,
and I'm a property owner along Old Galisteo Way. When 1 first heard of the Oshara project, I
felt that it was a very good, sound project. And I look forward to working with them to connect
a pedestrian trail along the Arroyo Hondo, and coanecting open space from their property and
mine. I reside along the eastern border, and as Robert Garcia mentioned, talking with the
network of roads. I fully promote them working to put a road along their eastem border, and
would be willing to work with them on that. In addition, provided that the Old Galisteo Way
Users Association would be interested, I'd be willing to connect through my property that road
and the new road along the castern border, That will help create more of this inter-connectivity
of a lot of these dead ends in the Community College District, Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Jeremy. Okay, that closes the public
hearing. Lom, did you have any comments?

MR. TRYK: I just wanted to point out that if you agree with us that the
northeast conneclor connection through the Taurus property is appropriate to being a part of
phase 2 rather than phase 1, and give us time to work out an alipnment between us and the
Taurus property owners, it does violate possible condition 15., which says “Compliance with
applicable review comments from County Public Works.” Since the packet includes this letter
recommending that we make that connection, I'm just concerned that if you were to pass this
with that condition without commenting on that connection that that would in a sense force us to
build it in phase 1. So I'm just pointing that cut, because it is a condition in the staff report, and
I did earlier say that we didn’t have any problem with the conditions as written. So 1 just want
to point that out,

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Repeat that — tcll me that again, I didn’t -

MR. TRYK: Okay, if you look at 15.i, compliance with applicable review
comments from County Public Works, and if you look in your packet, there is a letter from
County Public Works recommending this connection to Dinosaur Trail through the Taurus
property. And I didn't think about the fact that if we say we're in agreement with all the
conditions as written, that means we're in agreement with that road connection, and we've
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already said we'd like to do that in phase 2.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Got you. Could you tell me a little bit about -
actuslly, Ms, Williams had a concern about Rabbit Road. Could you address that?

MR. TRYK: 1 wasn't really aware of what the condition was that she was
talking about on the eastern end of Rabbit Road as it approaches St. Francis Drive, but T
understood her commenis to mean that she wanted to work with the County to improve that
condition. Thal's something that's off the Oshara property. So what we've been doing is
concentrating on the alignments within the Oshara property, and then how it affects those first
couple of houses when it comes onto the interstate right-of-way and into that frontage road
section. So I didn't understand that lo be something that we could do much about. More that the
County could do something about,

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay. Any questions of the applicant? Commissioner
Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Tryk, on the northeast conneclor, one of
the conditions is 9.c, conditional dedication of the northeast connector o the County. And in
your initial master plan application, I think you made it very clear that Oshara was going to be
responsible for building the northeast connector. Is that still the case?

MR. TRYK: Yes, that's correct.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. Just want (o be sure. And that doesn’t
just mean on Oshara property? That means building —

MR. TRYK: No, the whole thing. It's just that the Public Works Depariment
has commented that it’s appropriate that if

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: No, I understand your comment on 15.1,

MR. TRYK: No, what I'm saying is that they think it's appropriate that it be
conditionally dedicated, and that they'll probably end up taking that road over. But it doesn’t
mean we wouldn't build it.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: No, I'm talking about the northeast conniector
that you're talking about now that goes all the way up to the public roads connecting to St.
Francis. That will be built as a part of phase 1 by Oshara?

MR. TRYK: Correct.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: And then that right-of-way for that, which I
think was 50 feet as I recall, will be dedicated to the County?

MR. TRYK: Correct,

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. Because T don’t see in the conditions,
and I wanted to ask either you or Vicki, but I think you’ve answered the question. It says you'll
dedicate it, but I don't see in the conditions where it says you’ll build it.

MR. TRYK: I see. Okay.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: But you're confirming that you would build it
as well. Okay. Thank you very much. The only other comment I have, Mr, Chairman, is just
to allay the concems of I think it was Ms. White who spoke, or any others who may be
concerned about my particular commitment to good development and conservation. And I can
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tell you for four and a half years I've been on the forefront of trying to eliminate sprawl in
Santa Fe County with a number of forward-looking ordinances. The Community College
District Ordinance and the State Environmental Department require these water conservation
measures, as does Santa Fe County under its conservation ordinance. And so while it makes a
wonderful selling point (o the community, and it made a very good selling point for the
Community College District plan as well, which was passed by the County Commission, I want
to be very clear that those items are already required by either state regulation or by County
ordinance, And they make good sense, and that's why the ordinance was passed that way.

What it's important for us to do as Commissioners is to scparate the fluff from the
specifics. Because if we don’t have the specifics down, what we find later is that the attomeys
line up at the front door at eight o’clock in the moming and it becomes a long, drawn-out
process. So we have (o separate selling the steak from selling the sizzle. And that’s what we try
to do here, to be sure that the commitments that the developer has made and that the
requirements of the staff based on its review are accurately reflected and are clearly understood
throughout the process. Because as I said before, and I still believe, that this is an incomplete
submittal. When we talk about final plats, it should be ready to go, and there should be only
minor corrections. We have z great deal of uncertainty left. What that does is that it gives the
staff an awful great burden on it, a policy burden in many cases. That is (o say, for example,
what should happen as is indicated in the packet, if the applicant decides to connect into the
Rancho Viejo sewage treatment plant? What do we know about that? What's its capacity, what
effect does that have on Rancho Viejo residents, what about the effluent limitations and
disposal? None of those issues will come back to the Commission. All those kinds of issues will
then have to be decided by staff, And we've got terrific staff, But sometimes to place that much
burden on them, we need to separate policy from technical review.

So that's what we're doing here. We're dotting the I's, we're crossing the T's, and
we're making sure that everyone understands what this development is about so that when we
come back a year from now or nine months, when they indicated they might start construction,
there are no loopholes. We get what everybody was promised, We have a lettcr that was sent to
us by the Puesta del Sol subdivision organization. And they arc complaining in this letter to us
that promises made to them by the Tierra Grande Subdivision, developed by Mr., Hoffman,
were not met by Mr. Hoffman. You're welcome Lo look at this letter at your convenience, you
or anyone. So I haven’t looked into this issue, so I’'m not going to comment on that. I can’t say
whether their allegations are true or not. I just point that out to you, that we receive very often
two sides of the issue, and wc want to be sure that what we have is a clear understanding when
we move forward on a project such as this. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Commissioner Sullivan. Commissioner
Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Mr, Chairman, that particular project is in my
district, and that whole issue was brought to my attention, I'd like to defer it to Dolores Vigil,

because we actually - we're concerned about that, thought we might hear some testimony. But
I think it’s all been cleared up. Am I correct, Dolores?
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MS. VIGIL: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Vigil, that is comect. We did meet
with Alan Hoffman and we actually went to the site. And I think we've resolved the issues that
have come up based on that letter that you have before you.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Okay, and that has been done since the letter was
received, right?

MS. VIGIL: Yes.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Okay. Mr, Chairman, I think that's a non-issue.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay. I think we've talked about this enough. Is there
a motion?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman, motion to approve with staff
conditions.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: There’s a motion with conditions. I know that there
was 18 and 19 recommendation. Is that including 18 and 197

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS; Second.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Is there a motion and a second with 18 and 197 Is there
any more discussion?

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: I think we need to go into 18 and 19 with a litle
more detail, because it was just proposed today. I'm hearing from the applicant that they’re not
in agreement with that. And I'm not sure that we need to approve it that way. 1'd really like
some more information.

My concern for this overall is this is a wonderful project. It's a project that is really
conducive to smart growth. I hope some projects come up in the northwest quadrant that work
as hard on bending backwards with the communities around there with the issues, with staff.
And [ just have a real difficult time continually what I think, creating barriers to maving this
project forward. It's one that I think is well worth our strong consideration. I want to vote in
favor of it, but I don’t know that we will be providing a favorable position by imposing
conditions 18 and 19. And I guess I need further understanding with regard to that, and I'd like
to defer to the applicant as to why he is disagreeing with that, and if it's a negotiable item at
any point in time.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Lom, do you agree with 181

MR. TRYK: 18 was okay, It's 19 that's the poison pill for us.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay, he agrees with 18, but he doesn't agree with 19.

MR. TRYK: Right. And the 15.i that 1 brought up before, just on that road
connection.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Could you restate the 19 condition? Number 19?7

MS. LUCEROQ: Mr. Chairman, it would be that if the eleven acre-feet of water
rights do not get transferred, the developer will only be allowed to plat 117 lots.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay, but Steve Wust, you agreed with the 17
conditions, and you didn’t have a problem - or do you have a problem now with it? Do you
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not have a problem with 197

DR. WUST: Mr. Chairman, number 19 came out of a discussion I had with
Dolores and Vicki, so it was partly my idea. And just to give you a little background, first off
there’s a precedent, if you recall La Pradera. They agreed to withhold construction of their last
1 belicve eleven units in their case until they could either, (a) prove up their water budget, or
(b) bring forward more water rights to make up that difference. And that’s what we're talking
about here, is protection of the County so we're not stuck for that eleven acre-fest if somehow
it doesn't get transferred. And so that was an arrangement already made with La Pradera. So
this is consistent with that.

Secondly, I would just argue that we've been told by the applicant that they’re so
confident that they'll get the eleven acre-feet that the County should go ahead and approve the
water service agreement. I believe if they're that confident, they shouldn’t have any issue with
number 19. And we feel if they're that confident, then there's no problem putting that kind of
condition on. But we do need protection for the County, just in case that stuff doesn’t happen.
We don’t want to be stuck for the water that we don’t have the water rights for that that we
promised.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thanks, Stcve. Lom, you want to comment?

MR. TRYK: Yes. As I said before, this condition 19 puts a great financial
burden on the project. We cannot get financing if we can’t build 175 lots. If we go to the bank
and say, all we pot approved for was 117, we can’t get financing. That's what I was
mentioning to you before. La Pradera is not an apples-to-apples comparison. They don’t have a
backup plan. That was the only thing that they could come up with. That's a low-density
subdivision that doesn't have the kind of infrastructure costs that we do or the kind of off-site
costs we do. So it’s a huge concem for us.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA; Okay. I think we get the picture. There's a motion on
the floor and a second to approve with conditions from 1 through 19. Any more discussion?

The motion to approve EZ Case S 04-4451 with all staff conditions failed by 2-3
voice vote with Commissioners Campos, Vigil and Sullivan voting against.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay, the noes have it. Give me another motion.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to motion that we move
forward with this project. I think it's 2 worthy project for Santa Fe County. It’s in the best
interests of the majority of the county. And that the conditions 1 through 18 be met, but in fact
the applicant consider working with Public Works on the possibility of a third road, but he not
be obligated to it. But since the applicant has testified that they are willing to consider it, I'd
like to sce that partnership occur.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA.: Second.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Motion and a second. Any more discussion?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Sullivan.
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COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I would still make the case that we, as Mr.
Woust has said and our stafi recommends, that we need some backup to these promises on the
eleven acre-feet, And we did et - it is a similar situation to La Pradera. La Pradera had
extensive off-site costs, several million dollars, including the reconstruction of Dinosaur Trail,
construction of a sewage treatment plant for only 80 units versus 100 to 175 here. They had, 1
think, per unit costs that probably were higher than we have bere. So I think it is a reasonable
comparison, I think if we don’t find ourselves having some backup in the water service
agreement, there's no time that they have to provide that eleven acre-feet. There's no ime
requirement. One year, two years, three years. It's in perpetuity.

So I think that it’s a real disservice to the public to commit the County to approve these
additional units until they have the water service agreement. And it's certainly an incentive to
the developer to get that eleven acre-feet tied down and moved forward. And if they have the
build-out schedule that they're talking about, three to four years, that won’t impair their ability
at all 1o bring those units online, because they'll have their water rights by that time.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Commissioner Sullivan.

The motion to approve EZ Case S 044451 passed by majority 4-1 voice vote with
Commissioner Sullivan voting no.

XL A. 6. CDRC Casc numher AB04-5660, Bobby Armijo Density Variance.
Bobby Armijo, applicant, requests a variance of Article III Section
10, lot size requirements of the Land Development Cede to allow a
division of 16.20 acres into two 8.0-acre parcels for the purpose of a
family transfer. The property is located off of 428 Ojo de la Vaca,
within Section 30, Township 15, North range 11 East, Commission
District 3

VICTORIA REYES (Review Specialist): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. On May
29%, 2003, the County Development Review Committee recommended denial of the request for
a family transfer to divide 16.20 acres into four lots consisting of 4 acres, more or less. On July
8%, 2003, the Board of County Commissioners denied the request. The applicant has re-applicd,
and is requesting to divide 16 acres into two cight-acre parcels for the purpose of a family
transfer. On March 17, 2005, the County Development Revicw Committee recommended
denial of this request.

The property is located within the Homestead Hydrologic Zone. Article HI, Scction 10
of the Land Development Code states the minimum lot size in this area is 160 acres per
dwelling, or 40 acres with water restrictions. Lot size may be reduced to a minimum of two and
a half acres if the applicant can demonstrate water availability. The minimum lot size for a
family transfer is 20 acres.

Recommendation; Staff recommends that the request for a variance be denied. The
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DANIEL J. O'FRIEL O’FRIEL ano LEVY, P.C. BERTRAND B. PRINCE

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
RIERRE LEVY 644 DON GASFAR AVENUE 1914-1998
AIMEE S. BEVAN SANTAFE, NEWMEXICO B7505
LEE R. HUNT TELEPHONE (505) 982-5529

FACSIMILE (505) 986-5973
POST OFFICE BOX 2084
SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO B7504-2084

July 25, 2013

County Land Use Administrator
P.O. Box 276
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-0276

Re: CDRC Case No. MIS 13-5200
Dear Administrator:

I am a property owner at the Oshara Village and have received certified mail
regarding the request by Homewise Inc. and Century Bank to convert certain lots at Oshara
Village into townhome lots and patio lots.

| support this request. Particularly, | support the effort by Century Bank and
Homewise Inc. to create “affordable homes” for our citizens. Please enter my support for
Case No. MIS 13-5200.

Please feel free to call upon me should you desire any further information or detail
about this support. Thank you.

Sincerely yours,
W{/’wabﬁf/{
Daniel J. O'Friel

DJO/dnb
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Vicente Archuleta

From: C Mitchell> <janopher@aol.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 13, 2013 9:21 AM

To: Vicente Archuleta

Subject: Homewise Alteration of Oshara Masterplan

CDRC CASE # MIS 13-5200

As a property owner in Santiago Subdivision that borders Oshara Village, | object to the proposal to convert various lots
from live/work & commercial use to townhome & patio home lots.

The Master Plan was considered & revised over many months & was finally approved after much deliberation & this
proposal by Homewise negates the principles of the Village concept.

The Master Plan is a brilliant solution to providing an integrated community where residents would live & work & not have
to commute to jobs elsewhere.

A reduction in live/work & commercial lots will result in another bedroom community with little job oppertunity in the
Village.

A comprehensive review of the Master Plan for Phase | & its affect on the Overall Master Plan would give a better result.
Please present these comments on the meeting on 15th August 2013 as | am unable to attend in person.
Sincerely,

C. Mitchell
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