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Estancia Growth Management Area (EGMA) Proposals on
“SLDP Objectives for Plan Elements by Growth Management Area”
Sep 7, 2010

Chapter 1-Introduction:

Develop an EGMA District Plan with its own Codes which may differ from the

Sustainable Land Development Plan (SLDP) in some respects:

¢ Recognize the dependence of the EGMA on underground water sources.

o Remove language which vilifies EGMA’s larger lot traditions.

e Recognize that EGMA residents have little dependence on Santa Fe County for jobs,
shopping, schools, or public services.

Chapter 2 — Land Use:

Develop an EGMA District Plan with its own Codes which may differ from the SLDP in

some respects:

o All new codes and requirements should undergo analysis for practicality and
economic feasibility in order to maintain the existing affordability of private housing in
EGMA.

o Preserve EGMA's traditional homestead-heritage rural life-style with large lots, while
allowing the flexibility for denser development where appropriate.

e Recognize the benefits of EGMA’s low-density large-lot tradition to the environment
and to wildlife.

Chapter 3 — Economic Development:

Develop an EGMA District Plan with its own Codes which may differ from the SLDP in

some respects:

o Foster economic strength through support of private sector industry, responsible land
management & development, and good stewardship of water & natural resources.

¢ Simplify County regulations which could impede development of new businesses or
impede the growth of existing employers.

o Promote fiscal responsibility on the part of Santa Fe County government.

e Preserve the ability to use utilize local resources (e.g. sand & gravel), thereby
reducing long-distance trucking.

Chapter 4 — Agriculture:

Develop an EGMA District Plan with its own Codes which may differ from the SLDP in

some respects:

¢ Require Santa Fe County to lobby the Legislature to promote water conservation by
allowing banking of water rights (i.e., allow ranchers & farmers to introduce
efficiencies which reduce their water use without losing their existing water rights).
Allow for multiple uses of ranch land.

o Allow ranchers & farmers to make their own decisions about whether or not to
continue to use their land for agriculture.

Chapter 5 — Resource Conservation:

Develop an EGMA District Plan with its own Codes which may differ from the SLDP in
some respects:
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e Require Santa Fe County to lobby the Legislature to promote water conservation by
allowing banking of water rights.
Preserve viewscapes to the extent practicable.

¢ Require Santa Fe County to preserve historical & archaeological sites of value to the
community through acquisition of those sites at fair market value.

¢ Recognize that the State is responsible for monitoring & regulating the EGMA’s
underground water resources, and avoid any unnecessary duplication at the County
level.

¢ Investigate the potential for extending the life of Estancia Basin aquifers by
reinjection of municipal waste water.

¢ Investigate the potential for facilitating the development of water desalination
facilities driven by intermittent wind power.

Chapter 6 — Open Space, Trails, Parks & Recreation Areas:

Develop an EGMA District Plan with its own Codes which may differ from the SLDP in

some respects:

o Respect property rights by confirming that the community, through the County, shall
buy the land required for publicly-accessible open space & trails.

o Promote a more equitable distribution of trails and open space throughout Santa Fe
County, taking advantage of the lower costs of land acquisition in areas like EGMA.

e Support a well-designed trail system in EGMA which links with trails in the rest of
Santa Fe County and in adjoining counties and municipalities.

Chapter 7 — Renewable Energy & Energy Efficiency:

Develop an EGMA District Plan with its own Codes which may differ from the SLDP in

some respects:

e Ensure that there are no specific barriers to the development of energy resources
beyond normal zoning & community involvement procedures.

e Avoid creating any County-provided subsidies for specific energy developments or
for energy efficiency investments.

Chapter 8 — Green Design & Development:

Develop an EGMA District Plan with its own Codes which may differ from the SLDP in

some respects:

e Require a County fiscal impact study on the additional burdens on the cost of
housing and the costs/benefits of any proposed Code requiring green design prior to
the adoption of that Code.

o Preserve & maintain the affordability of private housing in EGMA by ensuring that
any approved green design requirements would not cause undue cost burdens.

¢ Allow the continued use of traditional building styles which have been shown to be
effective in local EGMA conditions, e.g. the use of snow-shedding sloped roofs on
two-story buildings.

¢ Require that any mandated energy efficiency design feature must recover the
incremental investment costs within 7 years.

Chapter 9 — Public Safety:

¢ Require County public safety agencies to be creative and deliver the best services
they can within the limits of their existing budgets.

¢ Require cost/benefit analyses of all proposed new public safety expenditures.
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e Rebuild Santa Fe County’s former cost-effective community-strengthening volunteer
fire and emergency services, backed up with limited paid staff where necessary &
appropriate.

o Prohibit unreasonable demands on individual property owners to provide fire water
storage. Where there is a community need for additional water storage, the
community (through the County) should pay for it, rather than shifting the burden to
individual homeowners.

e Recognize the limits of affordable fire protection that have always existed in rural
areas. Do not require observance of International Fire Code provisions which would
be inappropriate in rural areas like EGMA or unaffordable, such as sprinkler systems
in all homes.

e Support good water conservation practices in the fire service. Where more water
storage is beneficial, use rainwater collected from fire station roofs.

Chapter 10 — Transportation:

Develop an EGMA District Plan with its own Codes which may differ from SLDP in some

respects:

¢ Implement existing County plans to maintain & upgrade EGMA roads.

e Recognize that transportation needs in EGMA are strongly linked to Albuquerque
and to Torrance & Bernalillo Counties.

o Establish an EGMA task force to coordinate with surrounding Counties on a regional
road network.

e Participate in the ongoing DOT [-40 Corridor Study, and extend that study to
Highway 41 and US 285.

Chapter 11 — Water & Wastewater:

Develop an EGMA District Plan with its own Codes which may differ from SLDP in some

respects:

¢ Require Santa Fe County to lobby the Legislature to promote water conservation by
allowing banking of water rights, since water conservation is an integral part of
efficient management of the Estancia Basin aquifers.

¢ During the writing of the Estancia Valley District Plan, work with the Estancia Basin
Regional Water Planning group to incorporate conservation techniques that make
sense for our area, to extend the life of the basin water.

¢ Require a County cost/benefit study to determine the most effective/least costly
methods of conservation before any Code requiring expensive water conservation
measures is adopted.

Chapter 12 — Public Facilities and Financing:

o Recognize that the homestead-tradition large-lot lifestyle of the EGMA costs the
county little to nothing in the way of increased public facility expansion.

e Remove language requiring “adequate public facilities” as a prerequisite for allowing
development permits — the EGMA has no substantial county-provided public
facilities nor is it likely ever to have such facilities.

e Analyze impact fee collection and distribution in the EGMA.

Chapter 13 — Housing:

e Sustain the affordability of private housing in EGMA by streamlining the permitting
process and avoiding the imposition of excessive regulations which tend to create
false scarcities of developable land.
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e Promote confidence on the part of the development industry that a project properly
zoned can in fact be developed by following the rules.

Chapter 14 — Governance:

o Respect the value of existing District & Community Plans.

e Create an Estancia Growth Management Area District Plan that addresses the
unique needs and challenges of the EGMA. Recognize that the EGMA differs in
certain respects from other areas of Santa Fe County. Out of respect for that
diversity, some provisions of the EGMA District Plan may not be the same as, or
consistent with, the provisions of the SLDP. Develop distinct sets of local land use
Codes & Ordinances based on those District & Community Plans.

e Establish a Local Development Review Committee for the Estancia Basin District
after the District Plan is adopted.

Chapter 15 — Implementation:

e Require a County fiscal impact study on the costs & benefits of any proposed Code
written from the SLDP prior to its adoption.
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Santa Fe County Proposed Sustainable Land Development Plan
Working Group — Estancia Growth Management Area
Chapter 10 — Transportation Element
Comments — Gavin, Hank — 22 Aug 2010

Objectives for EGMA:

1.

SLDP should require a District Plan for EGMA which would allow residents to come
up with an efficient transportation plan for this area. The District plan should be
coordinated with the overall Santa Fe County plan.

It is very important that the County follow through on the transportation element of
the SLDP. The Working Group supports the objective of safety for pedestrians,
bicycles, motor-cycles and vehicular transport.

Expenditures on roads, trails, and transportation improvements must be fairly
distributed throughout the County, not simply focused around Santa Fe. Even
though population density is lower in EGMA, roads through this area are essential to
support life in the more densely populated parts of the County. EGMA roads are
also often used for recreation by residents of other parts of the County, e.g. for bike
runs.

The need for improved transportation must be balanced against the need to avoid
unsustainable tax burdens. Long-term affordability is the corner stone of
sustainability.

The main priority for transportation in EGMA is good maintenance of the existing
road network.

When resources allow, the network of paved, fenced, all-weather roads in EGMA
should be expanded.

Scarce tax-payer resources should not be diverted into unsustainable public transit
schemes which would require perpetual subsidy. Sustainable public transportation
is a particularly challenge in EGMA because of the low population density.

Santa Fe County should ensure there are no County-level barriers to innovative
economically self-supporting public transit schemes.

Objections to current draft SLDP:

1.

SLDP is based on outdated information. Public transportation (i.e., bus) has already
been withdrawn from EGMA. The highway maintenance plans are 2 years out of
date and have not been followed. The maps in the SLDP should be updated and
corrected, so that the BCC can use them to make informed decisions.

SLDP ignores costs. There are no estimates for the capital costs of the many
individually-worthy improvements suggested in the SLDP. Worse, there are no
estimates for the continuing essential costs for ongoing required maintenance.



3. SLDP acknowledges in 10.2.2.1 that Santa Fe County has been able to afford only
about half of the road improvements planned in 2005. However, the SLDP does not
address this inability to afford even existing plans for road improvement. Instead, the
SLDP adds many other additional expensive goals.

4. SLDP’s Transportation Element ignores the situation in low population density areas
like EGMA. Instead, the SLDP is focused on the problems & opportunities in high
population density urban and suburban areas of the County.

Recommended Changes in the Current Draft SLDP:

10.2.2.5 — Future Roadway Recommendations
Insert in future roadway recommendations:
e Pave White Lakes Road.
e Pave Simmons Road.

10.2.3 — Transit
Insert at beginning:
Public transit is a worthy goal, but one which many localities are finding to be
unsustainably expensive. Santa Fe County will demonstrate leadership by making
public a stringent cost/benefit analysis of all proposed public transit expenditures prior to
making any commitments.

10.2.5.5 Roundabouts
Delete section.
Santa Fe County should demonstrate leadership by not falling for an awkward European
fashion.

10.3 Goals, Policies and Strategies
Insert as first Goal, ahead of Goal 28:
Santa Fe County is required to establish a multi-year plan for proper maintenance of
existing roads and for expansion of the existing all-weather, fenced, paved road network.
Said plan shall have committed financial support, and shall be fully funded each year
before any other transportation expenditures may be considered.

Policy 29.1: Support an efficient and cost effective multi-modal transportation system ...
Replace with: Encourage at low cost to the taxpayer an efficient and cost effective multi-
modal transportation system ...

Policy 31.3: Require all roads, including private roads, to be designed, contoured and
maintained to prevent erosion.

Replace with: Require all County, State, and Federal roads to be designed, contoured
and maintained to prevent erosion.



Santa Fe County Proposed Sustainable Land Development Plan
Working Group — Estancia Growth Management Area
Chapter 9 — Public Safety Element
Proposed Additional Comments — Gavin Longmuir — 21 Aug 2010
(Based on earlier draft by John Michael Richardson)

Objectives for EGMA:

1. Provide adequate public safety at a cost which is truly sustainable over the long
term.

2. Preserve and protect public health, safety, welfare and property through adequate
provision of law enforcement, fire, emergency response, and emergency
communication services tailored to the traditional rural lifestyle of the EGMA,
including coordinating public safety efforts fully with other providers in and around
EGMA, includingthe Cities of Edgewood & Moriarty, the Counties of Torrance &

<Berna|illo, and the State Police which are headquarter in Edgewood. Opportunities
‘for cost savings and service improvements must be continually reviewed and
ag{gressively pursued particularly with a goal of eliminating redundancy of services.

3. Manage public safety within currently-provided taxpayer funds, including recognizing
today the potential future budget-busting impact of pension obligations to County
public service personnel.

4. Ensure that County employees are held fully accountable for using public monies
properly and in a timely fashion. County employees who fail to meet this goal should
be immediately terminated.

5. Establish and maintain a 911 public/community outreach program, and work toward
better emergency communications coverage, which would require allowing
communications towers in most zones in the county.

6. Obtain and utilize the latest and most efficient emergency communications
equipment and technology.



Objections to current draft SLDP:

1. Public Safety Element of the SLDP imposes excessive direct and indirect burdens on
County residents, far beyond what makes sense in terms of public safety. Those
burdens will damage the economy of EGMA, make housing much less affordable,
and hurt the sustainability of the area.

2. SLDP ignores costs. SLDP proposes many additional expenditures without
estimating the incremental capital & operating cost burdens. SLDP in particular
recommends hiring additional public safety personnel without considering the major
long-term impact of pension obligations on the County’s sustainability.

3. SLDP proposes adopting the International Fire Code and requiring fire sprinklers and
on-site water storage in rural areas. The requirement to provide sufficient water flow
would be prohibitively expensive ($12,000 to $14,000 for a 2500 square foot home)
for single dwellings. This would severely limit the availability of affordable housing,
hurt the economy in EGMA, and negatively impact the area’s sustainability.

4. SLDP is internally inconsistent. The Plan proposes the use of non-combustible
building materials, but this could conflict with other Plan elements requiring the use
of local natural resources and local building materials.

5. SLDP is internally inconsistent. It would obviously be an unsustainable waste of
resources to require sprinklers in every building AND to require an expensive larger
fire service.

Recommended Changes in the Current Draft SLDP:

9.1.1 Key Issues
Item 1 (p. 130) “Several residential areas in the County have insufficient water to provide
adequate fire flows.”
Add:
County Fire Department management have repeatedly failed to spend State funds
earmarked to correct such problems in a specific locality. Those failures have not yet
been properly investigated by the BCC.

ltem 4. (p. 130) “The current emergency response system is not sufficient to service our
population today.”

Delete. Replace with —

The management of the current emergency response system should be restructured to
make more effective use of volunteers and community resources in preparation for
handling the low probability event of a large scale emergency.

Item 5. (p.130} ... ensure that adequate financial resources are provided ...”

Delete. Replace with —

The management of County emergency services should be restructured as necessary to
ensure that competent administrators provide an adequate level of service using the
current level of taxes and fees.

9.1.2 Keys to Sustainability



ltem 1. (p. 130) “The County should continue to support the development of a
professional Fire Department that combines the dedicated service of volunteers and
career staff.”

Delete sentence. Replace with —

Sustainability requires that the County make extensive use of well-trained, motivated,
experienced volunteers, backed up by a small core of career staff who are thoroughly
integrated into the volunteer force. Overhead and administrative staff must be reduced
to an absolute minimum.

Item 2. (p. 130) “Volunteer recruitment and retention are critical to the continuing
success of the Fire Department”.

Add -

The shortcomings of the current County Fire Department in achieving this essential goal
must be thoroughly investigated by an external agency, and recommendations proposed
to make all necessary changes to improve volunteer recruitment & retention.

9.2 Critical Findings
Add to paragraph on coordination of County Departments —
Coordination must be extended beyond County Departments to neighboring bodies,
particularly in EGMA where services should be coordinated with the Cities of Moriarty &
Edgewood and the Counties of Bernalillo & Torrance. Job performance of County
Department Heads in accomplishing this coordination must be reported frequently and
closely monitored.

9.4.4.1 Funding
First non-indented paragraph on p. 134 “Existing County general funds for personnel
are considered insufficient to meet the demand of services expected from the Fire
Department by the public.”
Delete. Replace with —
Existing plans to increase paid Fire Department staffing are unaffordable and
unsustainable. Those plans will have to be modified to live within available funding,
including the costs of making full current provision for benefits and eventual pensions.
County Fire Department will have to be restructured to make much more effective use of
well-trained, motivated volunteer responders. Existing paid responders will have to be
integrated much more effectively with the volunteers. Administrative staff will have to be
reduced.

9.4.1.4 Levels of Service
Third paragraph (p. 135) — “The Department has been working to increase the number of
career staff to overcome the difficulties of recruiting and retaining volunteers ...”
Delete. Replace with —
Budget realities will restrict most growth in career staff. The County Fire Department
has in the past suffered from organizational and leadership deficiencies which have
impeded the recruiting and retention of volunteers. A thorough study of the Department
is required to identify and correct those problems, and provide a framework for a more
efficient sustainable Fire Department which makes more effective use of volunteers
backed up by a core of career responders.

9.5.3 RECC Funding
Second paragraph in section (p. 138) — “Significant challenges are presented by ever-
increasing operatfonal costs to run the RECC.”



Add -

Because ever-increasing RECC costs are unsustainable, Santa Fe County must
consider all options to reduce costs to the budgeted level. Santa Fe County is currently
spending over $3.6 Million per year for the RECC. Santa Fe County’s commitment is to
balance the RECC’s budget by reducing costs, not by increasing taxes.

9.6 Goals, Policies and Strategies
Goal 24 (p. 140} — “Preserve and protect public health, safety, welfare and property
through adequate provision of law enforcement, fire and emergency response, and
emergency communication services.”
Add at end of goal — “at affordable cost”.

Strategy 24.1.1
(p. 140) — “Identify and support additional funding sources for public safety agencies ...”
Delete. Replace with —
Santa Fe County makes a commitment to keep the budget for Public Safety within
existing available funds, and not to impose any additional tax burdens or fees on County
residents.

Add Strategy 24.1.1.a -

Santa Fe County requires Public Safety departments to disseminate a public statement
each year of updated long term goals along with their estimated costs; said costs to
include the full current burden of meeting all eventual pension and benefit obligations for
County employees. The public report will include a progress report on previous goals,
and a prioritized schedule for future goals consistent with available funds, making proper
provision for contingencies.

Add Strategy 24.1.1.b -

Any failures by County Fire Department personnel to spend allocated Capital Outlay
funds resulting in loss of those funds must be reported to the BCC, to allow the BCC to
take appropriate action. Any such failures must be notified to County tax payers, with
the costs of notification coming out of the existing County Fire Department budget.

Policy 24.2
(p. 140) — “Adopt and support expanded public safety standards related to fire
protection...... adopt the International Fire Code; require fire sprinklers and on-site
water storage in rural areas ...”
After “fire protection,...” strike “adopt the International Fire Code; require fire sprinklers
and on-site water storage in rural areas without water access;” Do not require sprinklers
in housing in rural areas. Rationale: The International Fire Code which requires
sprinklers and on-site water storage in rural areas would be devastating to affordable
housing in the EGMA. The estimated cost of such a system on a 2500 square foot
house would add a minimum of $4.50 to $5.50 per square foot for sprinkler heads, and
in-house plumbing or $11,250 to $13,750 or 9% to 10% added to each new home. If
back-up power is required, additional plumbing and electrical equipment could add an
additional $3000 to $4500. Smoke alarms are quite sufficient in rural areas. Since one
urban area advantage of sprinklers is to stop a fire from spreading to nearby homes and
our homes are usually on 2.5 acres up to 40 acres, our homes are usually a minimum of
300 feet apart. Insurance savings on this sprinkler system will not exceed $4.00 per
month given our level of use of volunteer fire fighters.



Policy 24.3
(p. 140) — “Support training for volunteer firefighters in an sffort fo enhance recruitment
and retention efforts ...”
Add Strategy 24.3.2 -
Santa Fe County places priority on the development of an efficient, cost-effective Fire
Department which relies heavily on the use of well-trained volunteers.

Add Strategy 24.3.3 -

Santa Fe County commits to organize an external study into the failure of the County
Fire Department to attract & retain a sufficient pool of volunteers. This study will
compare the performance of the County Fire Department with “best in class” volunteer
and combination volunteer/paid fire services in New Mexico and other States, and
provide recommendations directly to the BCC. Costs of this study will be paid from the
existing County Fire Department budget.

Policy 24.4
Strategy 24.4.1 (p. 140) “Develop and enforce design standards to require that new
developments eliminate emergency access barriers such as ... long driveways ...”
First sentence after “standards”, strike “to require” and add “so” and after “new
developments” strike “eliminate” and add “consider...” Rationale: In the EGMA, the
preferred large lot developments require long driveways and one-way out access.
Emergency vehicles turn-arounds at reasonable intervals along excessively long
roadways or drives would be a reasonable alternative to eliminating our required access
driveways or roads.

Policy 24.4
Strategy 24.4.2 (p. 140) “Require an access management plan for all new roadways.”
After “plan...all new,” add “public roadways.” Rationale: Private drives for small, large-
lot subdivisions should not require including this type of plan.

Policy 24.6
Strategy 24.6.1 (p. 140) “ldentify areas with speeding problems ...”
Modify —
Identify urban and suburban areas with speeding problems ...

Add Strategy 24.6.2 —

To reduce the burden on County Sheriffs and to improve relations with the tax-paying
public, Santa Fe County commits to raising speed limits on rural roads where practicable
and reasonable.

Policy 29.1: Support an efficient and cost effective multi-modal transportation system ...
Replace with:

Encourage at low cost to the taxpayer an efficient and cost effective multi-modal
transportation system ...

Policy 24.10
(p. 141) “Limit threats from wildfires and other natural disasters.”
Add Strategy 24.10.3
In grassland areas of Santa Fe County, such as EGMA, Santa Fe County will not adopt
inappropriate Wildland Urban Interface fire codes, since these are geared towards very
different forested areas. Instead, Santa Fe County will develop techniques appropriate
to the real threat of fast-moving grass fires, and will ensure the availability of equipment
tailored for this purpose.
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CHAPTER 11: WATER MANAGEMENT ELEMENT
OBJECTIVES

The SLDP should recognize the private property rights and the right of alienation.
Recognize that water rights are private property.

Recognize the size of the Estancia Basin as defined by the State Engineer’s Office
map.

Recognize the Estancia Basin Water Plan as a defining document in the EGMA.
Recognize water once put to beneficial use cannot be hoarded but can be sold or
transferred under the rules of the State Engineer.

Recognize that ground water is the sole source of water for the EGMA, there is no
surface water in the EGMA.

Acknowledge that the Estancia Basin is subject to water use and water
conservation programs already in place by entities which supercede Santa Fe
County in jurisdiction and authority.



CHAPTER 13 HOUSING ELEMENT
OVERVIEW AND OBJECTIVES
OVERVIEW

Chapter 13 fails in its entirety to recognize the primary reason that affordably priced, and in fact
all reasonably priced housing has disappeared in all but the southern portion (EGMA) of Santa Fe
county. It is the obvious failure of existing growth management policies, overly burdensome subdivision
approval regulations, and unnecessary bureaucratic delays in the building permit process which , when
combined, drive the cost of housing out of sight. Many of the added burdens on housing expense
suggested in the SLDP will only exasperate and increase the difficulty of providing affordable housing.

The areas of the country currently experiencing the most severe bursting of the housing bubble
are victims of failed growth management strategies which have targeted certain limited areas for
growth, thereby creating a government-induced false scarcity of developable land which drives prices to
artificial and unsustainably high levels. Santa Fe county has also driven housing costs up by failing to
promote a streamlined development process which insures that once a property is purchased for
development, and which has the appropriate zoning for said project, that following the preset guidelines
in a development application will guarantee approval of the project. The county should also strive to
educate existing county residents that the potential of development exists on all private property
subject only to zoning limitations, and that the county must and will honor these private property rights
to development. This “uncertainty” element is causing an additional risk factor in property development
which is compensated for by rising costs.

OBIJECTIVES

1. The County must open up most land to development and allow the free market to sort out
proper pricing in a risk environment not controlled by false scarcity, onerous subdivision
regulations and unnecessary bureaucratic delays in development and permitting matters.

2. Astreamlined platting and permitting process must be set out in land use regulations that
promotes confidence on the part of the development industry that a project properly zoned can
in fact be developed by following the rules.

3. The County should stay out of the financing, foreclosure prevention and design issues in
housing, as these issues are best handled by state and federal institutions and uniform building
codes, for county government participation will only add another level of bureaucracy and cost.

SUGGESTIONS AND CHANGES
Change 1.

13.1.1, Key Issues, Page 220, # 1, 1* line, after “inventory of” add “all housing including...”



Change 2.

13.1.1, Page 220, #2, Eliminate in its entirety and replace with “Needs for affordable housing can
best be met by eliminating government interference in the free housing market which causes a
false scarcity of useable land (through strict growth management.)

Change 3.

13.1.1, Page 220, #3, After “remain affordable through...” add “economically practical,” and
after the word “design” add “and streamlining the development process.”

Change 4.
13.1.1, Page 220 #4, Eliminate.
Change 5.

13.1.1, Page 220 #5, Eliminate.

Rationale: Both 4 and 5 are areas which county policy cannot help, and if the blockades to
affordable housing as set out in the Overview are eliminated, the market, as always, will supply
housing as needed.

Change 6.

13.1.2, Page 220 paragraphs 1 and 2, Eliminate.

Rationale: The outrageous expense of land created by our poor growth management policies
results in trying to obtain “affordability” by ever-increasing densities. This philosophy places the
poorer families into tiny lot developments and eventually in highrise dwellings (Portland,
Oregon experience), similar to the “projects” of the East cost and Midwest cities. Since land is
“not scarce” in Santa Fe County, especially in the EGMA, freeing county land for development
will prove the best strategy for housing “affordability.”

Change 7.

13.1.2, Page220, paragraph 3, 2" sentence, After “projects” and before “green” add “practical,”
and after “will be” strike “required” and add “encouraged.”

Change 8.

13.1.2, Page 220, paragraph 4, Eliminate.
Rationale: Affordability will not come from increased regulation!



Change 9.

13.1.2, Page 220, paragraph 5, Eliminate.

Rationale: The EGMA is currently supplying the most affordable housing in all of Santa Fe
County by action of a freer market with few needed government facilities. Why mess it up with
directives which are bound to fail?

Change 10.

13.1.2 Page 220, paragraph, Eliminate “non-governmental organizations” (NGO’s) to achieve
sustainability.

Rationale: They only add a non-elected group of special interest factions into the housing mix
which uses our tax dollars through government grants and special treatment to further their
own agendas.

Change 11.

13.2.1, Page 222, top of page, Start first sentence with “Some...” and at the end of the
paragraph add the sentence “The EGMA obtains many of these goals through larger lot
development, trail systems, and a rural life flavor on the outskirts of its established traditional
and incorporated towns.”

Change 12.

13.2.4.7, Page 227, 3" paragraph, 4™ line, “Santa Fe County has adopted water conservation
policies...”, after “residential units and this...”add “concept should be reevaluated as to the
tremendous cost it adds to housing with little or no reasonable return on investment to the
homeowner.”

Change 13.

13.3,Goal 42, page 228, Strategy 42.1.3, end of sentence, After “maintenance” add “balanced
with keeping original construction costs to a minimum.”

Change 14.

13.3, page 228, Goal 42, Strategies 42.1.5, 42.1.6, 42.1.7, Eliminate.
Rationale: What do these mean?

Change 15.

13.3, Goal 43, Page 229, Strategy 43.3.1, Eliminate.



Rationale: It would be impossible, i.e. mobile homes are desirably “affordable” even in the
SLDP, but cannot meet the requirement of “integrated...architecture.” Also landscaping is a
definite personal preference item not subject to county requirement.

Change 16.

13.3, Page 229, Add Goal 45, “Attain a reasonable value for all housing in the county by
streamlining the development and permitting process.”

Strategy 45.1.1 Streamline and simplify the platting process for each zone classification.
Strategy 45.1.2 Eliminate all uncertainty in the platting process through simple, sustainable
regulations and requirements applicable to District Plans.

Strategy 45.1.3 Eliminate the false scarcity of developable land by making all zoned land
available for the development it is zoned for and remove the “preferred area” designation on
land.

Strategy 45.1.4 Support all effective policies and regulations which help steer the prices of some
of the county’s housing stock towards the national norm of 2.5 to 3.5 times the existing local
median income.



To: County Development Review Committee Members
Maria DeAnda, Susan Martin, Juan Jose Gonzales, Jon Paul Romero, Donald
Dayton, Charlie Gonzales, Jim Salazar
Planners Jack Kolkmeyer, Robert Griego

From: Estancia Growth Management Area Working Group
Stanley

Date: Thursday. August 19, 2010
Re: Draft “Sustainable Land Development Plan”

Following the CDRC meeting in Stanley on July 1, a Working Group was established
with broad representation from the Estancia Growth Management Area (EGMA) in
Southern Santa Fe County. An organizational meeting was held on July 22, and a
Working Group of about 25 people have since been meeting weekly to review the draft
Sustainable Land Development Plan (SLDP) and suggest modifications to make it more
workable in EGMA.

The Working Group is currently in the process of reviewing each Chapter in the SLDP in
detail. Drafts of our comments on the first seven Chapters are attached. We have
already identified many significant issues and would like to convey our current overall
assessment to CDRC members.

We believe that the SLDP should respect the value of existing District & Community
Plans; should encourage the development of new District & Community Plans; and
should allow those Plans to differ from the overall County SLDP where necessary to
reflect the diverse characteristics of Districts & Communities.  Future codes for a
District or Community should be based on the District Plan or Community Plan. There
should be specific language in the SLDP that allows for District Plans and for the codes
for those Districts to differ from the SLDP.

The SLDP should specifically encourage the development of an EGMA District Plan,
based on the important differences between EGMA and other parts of Santa Fe County:

1. the dependence of EGMA on ground water rather than surface water, and the
responsibility of the State Engineer for conservation of those ground water
resources.

2. the current large (95% of all water usage in the Estancia basin) role of agriculture in
the economy of EGMA, with major impacts on water and land use.

3. the major economic differences between EGMA and the central & northern parts of
Santa Fe County. EGMA is very closely tied to the economies of Torrance & eastern
Bernalillo Counties and to the City of Albuquerque. About 62% of the EGMA labor
force works in the Albuquerque area; only about 1% works in Santa Fe. EGMA is
part of a different Federal Government statistical area than central & northern Santa
Fe County.

4. the desire of EGMA residents to continue to allow large-lot residential developments,
compatible with the homesteading history of the Estancia Valley. Rather than being



inefficient “sprawl” which causes concerns around the City of Santa Fe, low-density
development in EGMA is an effective use of this low carrying-capacity land. Large-
lot development in EGMA does not impose any costs on Santa Fe County for
services such as water and sewer. Consequently, it would be inappropriate for the
SLDP to restrict all future development in EGMA to clustered housing. The

incorporated areas of Edgewood and Moriarty, served by water and sewer systems,

should take care of most of our higher density needs well into the future.

5. the critical need to avoid driving up the costs of housing in EGMA through additional

rregulations which are neither appropriate nor necessary in this area. Currently,

EGMA is the most affordable area in Santa Fe County for housing. This affordability

supports the area’s diversity and sustainability, and some of the misguided green

initiatives in the SLDP are of doubtful value, and could cause housing costs to soar.

6. the greater willingness in EGMA to consider appropriate sensitive commercial

development, which would add to the area’s sustainability by providing more broadly

based employment and tax revenues.

Itis our view that a separate EGMA District Plan would be a most efficient way of
dealing with the substantial differences between EGMA and other parts of Santa Fe
County. This would avoid the need for extensive changes and undue complications in
the SLDP itself.

In our review of specific Chapters, we have developed other significant concerns about
the SLDP.

The SLDP has substantial internal contradictions. E.g., it promotes both the
preservation of viewscapes and the development of wind-farms. The SLDP does not
analyze the costs & benefits of such contradictory policies to help determine how the
CDRC and BCC should manage the trade-offs between individually-worthy but
incompatible goals. Further, we are concerned that some of the policies in the SLDP
may undermine its stated goal of sustainable land management.

It is our view that a commitment to a separate EGMA District Plan would be the most
efficient way for the CDRC to expedite the completion of the SLDP.

Respectfully,
EGMA Working Group

Attachments: Draft comments on SLDP Chapters 1 -7

E6: County Commissioners
Santa Fe County Planning Staff
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ESTANCIA GROWTH MANAGEMENT AREA (EVGA) OBIECTIVES

Chapter I INTRODUCTION

The SLDP must contain a realistic summary of the water resources situation
and the traditional and contemporary desired growth patterns of the Estancia
Valley GMA and point out why many of the key elements being applied to
solve real or perceived problems in the GMAs’s around Santa Fe do not apply
to the EGMA. This narrative of facts should refer to the existence of the two
mcorporated towns in close proximity to the EGMA (Edgewood and
Moriarty), the existing infrastructure, [-40, private and public water systems,
sewer systems, local economic development efforts, and our lack of
dependence on the northern portion of the county for jobs, shopping, public
services, etc. It should clearly show that most future need for principles of
“centeredness” or clustering will be met by our traditional communities
already 1n place, and that larger lot development, mini-ranch concepts, and
other types of quasi-rural development are a desired and sustainable aspect of
life in the EGMA. Flexibility is very important to our EGMA, therefore
clustering, if appropriate, should not be ruled out as another available
development concept.

All planning dictates of the SLDP should recognize the “real world”
underground water source as well as the relatively sparse population density
in the EGMA, and therefore all references to the use of surface water as well
as “public facilities” should not apply to the Estancia Basin GMA.

All mandates for cluster development or specific language that vilifies or
discourages our EGMA traditional large lot development should be
specifically eliminated from the SLDP. Clear statements that those planning
“dictates” do not apply to the EGMA should be inserted into the plan.

The SLDP should clearly state that the EGMA has the immediate right to
begin its own district plan, should respect the existing or future community
plans within 1ts boundaries, and should assert that the EGMA plan is not
mandated to adhere to all “dictates” in the SLDP which would logically not
apply to the area.



INTERIM PLANNING COMMITTEE SLDP ESTANCIA GMA
Thurs. 29 July, 2010
Suggested Changes to SLDP Draft of June 2010

CHAPTER 1 SUSTAINABLE FUTURE...
Objections and Suggestions
Change 1.

1.1 Introduction Page 7, 4™ sentence, After “will comprise” strike “the constitution for
and controlling document over” and insert “the general planning guidelines for...”

Rationale: This change is needed because of the many contradictions in this document
and the obvious need to include the omitted facts relating to the Estancia Valley’s GMA,
such as the ample groundwater situation, its existing incorporated traditional towns which
the area is tied to, the existing preferred and totally sustainable life styles of its residents,
and the collapse of economic viability of some of our existing farms and ranches. The
SLDP document, as written, cannot and should not apply to our GMA and there are many
dictates in the document which would unnecessarily destroy the Estancia Valley as we
know it and want it to remain. If the SLDP is implemented without flexibility, as a
“constitution”, this flexibility and adherence to “reality” cannot occur.

Change 2.

1.1 Introduction, Page 7, Paragraph 2, Last Sentence, strike the entire sentence and insert
the following: “Significant changes in conditions within some of the Growth
Management Areas of the county require that the new SLDP replace the General
Plan. However, the SLDP must contain sufficient flexibility to promote and nurture
the continuance of preferred life styles and traditions in those Growth Management
Areas where no compelling circumstances exist to change them.”

Rationale: This wording must be included to add the flexibility needed to not apply
unnecessary planning dictates to GMA areas which do not want them and do not need
them.

Change 3.

1.1 Introduction, Page 7, Paragraph 3 should be stricken in its entirety, or at least, add a
period after the words “...survival depends...” and strike the balance of the sentence.

Rationale: The rest of the sentence promotes a “new and different relationship” which is
a social engineer’s dream which can only be interpreted to mean the uniqueness of our
culture and our cherished lifestyles must now end! No one in the county wants this and
there exists no valid reason to inflict this thinking on the residents of the Estancia Valley
GMA.




Change 4.

1.1.2 Page 8 Binding Principle, In second sentence after “be consistent with the SLDP,”
add “(where applicable.)”

Rationale: This would be the best place to inject some flexibility in the “principles” to
head off the inevitable legal challenges and community uproar which the county will
encounter by trying to enforce hard dictates which cannot apply to some GMA’s because
of the serious reality omissions in the Plan as set out in our Change 1.

Change 5.

1.2.1.1, Page 10, What is “sustainability”? Suggest all references to the U.N. Brundtland
Commission and the United Nations vision of “global planning” be eliminated. If this is
in fact the vision of Santa Fe County and the basis of this SLDP, then a serious disservice
and significant deception are being done to the citizens of the county, which can only
result in the destruction of our unique southwestern heritage.

Suggest the phrase “...restoring the natural environment...” be changed to “respecting
the natural environment...”

Change 6.

1.3.1 Bullet 1, Page 11, 3" Sentence after “transportation choices can be provided” add
“when feasible and appropriate.”

Change 6A.

1.3.1 Bullet 4, Page 11. For the EGMA, the “discernable edges” could only be the
Edgewood Town limits and the exterior boundary of the EGMA or when communities
within the EGMA define their own particular boundaries. Also the statement that the
county’s “distinctive character is the opposite of sprawl” requires staff to define sprawl
with the assertion that planned large lot development as it pertains to the EGMA, does
not necessarily mean “sprawl.” An important element in the EGMA and in fact the entire
Estancia Valley basin to the south of Santa Fe County depends upon the significant
economic contribution sustained by the advent of people who move here to escape a
“type of sprawl” by buying and living on lots of 2.5 to 40 acres, and thereby preserving
the traditional and most prevalent life style of the EGMA.

Change 7.

1.3.1 Bullet 5, Page 11, add “some” before “specific” at beginning of sentence, and “or
can be provided” at the end.



Rationale: Obviously the Estancia GMA, outside of its traditional community and
extraterritorial boundaries of those communities, does not desire the dictate of compact
growth. Its citizens would prefer the flexibility of choosing this type of community to
exist where the local citizens deem it appropriate!

Change 8.

1.3.1 Bullet 6, Page 11, 2" sentence, after “for place, compact development..” add
“(where appropriate)” and delete “the opposites of sprawl.”

Rationale: “compactness” is not a part of the distinctive character of the Estancia GMA
outside of our existing incorporated towns.

Change 8A. 1.3.2 Page 11, Bullet 2 After “...fiscal responsibility...,” strike “and” and
add “..., fiscal health and fiscal accountability.”

Change 9.

1.3.3, Page 11, “Focus on...”, after the words “Relation to” add “Respecting Existing
and...”

Rationale: This is an appropriate spot to emphasize that those communities which have
developed existing plans will not h