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MINUTES OF THE

SANTA FE COUNTY

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE

Santa Fe, New Mexico
July 18,2013

This meeting of the Santa Fe County Development Review Committee (CDRC)

was called to order by Chair Juan José Gonzales, on the above-cited date at
approximately 4:00 p.m. at the Santa Fe County Commission Chambers, Santa Fe, New
Mexico.

Roll call preceded the Pledge of Allegiance and indicated the presence of a

quorum as follows:

v,

Mcmbers Present: Member(s) Excused:

Juan José Gonzales, Chair [None]
Susan Martin, Vice Chair

Phil Anaya

Maria DeAnda,

Dan Drobnis

Frank Katz

Manuel Roybal

Staff Present:

Steve Ross, County Attorney

Wayne Dalton, Building & Development Services Supervisor
Jose Larraiiaga, Development Review Specialist

Rachel Brown, Deputy County Attorney

Penny Ellis-Green, Land Use Administrator

Vicki Lucero, Building and Development Services Manager
Mike Romero, Development Review Specialist

Mark Hogan, Facilities Director

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Member Katz moved to approve the agenda as published. Member Martin

seconded and the motion carried by unanimous [7-0] voice vote.



V.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: June 20, 2013

Member Katz moved to approve the June minutes as submitted. Member DeAnda

seconded and the motion passed by unanimous [7-0] voice vote.

VL

County Development Review Committee: July 18, 2013

OLD BUSINESS

A. CDRC CASE # Z/S 12-5450 Cielo Colorado Subdivision. Cielo
Colorado, LLC., Applicant, Jim Siebert, Agent, requests Master Plan
Zoning approval for a 24-lot residential subdivision on 246.30 acres +
within Tract 15A-2 of the Eldorado at Santa Fe Subdivision. The
Applicant also requests to allow two cul-de-sacs (dead-end roads) to
exceed 500 feet in length, The property is located on the cast side of
US 285, off Camino Acote, within Sections 21 & 22, Township 15
North, Range 18 East (Commission District 4),

Mr. Larrafiaga presented the staff report as follows:

“On February 21, 2013, the County Development Review Committee met and
acted on this case. The decision of the CDRC was to table this case so that the
Applicant could have further conversations with the community. The Applicant
has had several meetings with the community and as a result has amended the
Master Plan submittal to accommodate the concerns of the adjoining property
owners.

“In the original Master Plan Zoning application the Applicant requested a 67-lot
residential subdivision with the lot sizes ranging between 2.50 and 7.29 acres on
257.16 acres. The proposed subdivision would have been developed in 9 phases
over a 9-year period with an anticipated start date of 20135,

“The Applicant is now requesting Master Plan Zoning for a 24-lot residential
subdivision with the lot size ranging in size between 2.54 and 16.16 acres on
246.30 acres. The proposed subdivision will be developed in four phases over an
eight-year period with an anticipated start date of 2014,

“Tract 15 A-2 was created as part of the Eldorado at Santa Fe Subdivision. A
Master Plan for Cielo Colorado was approved by the BCC in 1995. The Master
Plan included 91 lots with an average density of 3.79 acres on 344.58 acres; 25 of
the 91 proposed lots were platted in 1995. An amended Master Plan, recorded in
2000, eliminated 4 lots totaling 12.5 acres. In 2002, the Master Plan was vacated
to allow the platting of larger lots at the east end of Tract 15A-2. This Application
for Master Plan includes the remainder of the property that has not been platted
within Tract 15A-2.

“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. 1t provides a
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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’.

“The Applicant also requests that the CDRC allow two cul-de-sacs to exceed 500
feet in length. The dead end road which serves Lots 3-6 is 787 feet in length, and
requires a cul-de-sac with a minimum driving surface radius of 50 feet. The
second dead end road, which is an extension of Camino Acote, serves Lots 18-21
and is 1,361 feet in length. These closed end roads will have a cul-de-sac with a
minimum driving surface radius of 60 feet.”

Mr. Larrafiaga said staff reviewed the Applicant’s request and recommends the
approval of two cul-de-sacs to exceed 500 feet in length subject to the following staff
conditions:

1. The Applicant shall comply with design standards set forth in Article V, § 8.2.1d.
2. The Applicant shall comply with the Santa Fe County Fire Marshal requirement
that the extension of Camino Acote maintain a cul-de-sac with a minimum driving
surface radius of 60 feet.

Staff also recommends approval for Master Plan Zoning for a 24-lot residential
subdivision on 246.30 acres + within Tract 15A-2 of the Eldorado at Santa Fe
Subdivision subject to the following staff condition:

I Master Plan with appropriate signatures shall be recorded with the County Clerk,
as per Article V, § 5.2.5.

2. The Applicant shall address the requirement for all weather access on Camino
Acote with the Preliminary Development Plan.

3. A detailed water budget and water restrictive covenants shall be submitted prior to
Preliminary Development Plan.

4, An analysis of appropriate liquid waste disposal setback shall be required for the
first sustainable phase of this development prior to Preliminary Development
Plan.

Mr. Larraiaga noted DOT’s review [Exhibit 1] and a packet of support letters
regarding the development [Exhibit 2] that were distributed to the CDRC

Duly sworn, Jim Siebert, agent for the applicant, said the developers have held
five meetings with the neighbors following the CDRC’s tabling. The project began with
67 lots and after several meetings there are now 24 lots.

Using a site map, Mr. Siebert located Tract 15 within the area and the existing
utilities within the subdivision The original master plan consisting of 2.5-acre lots was
vacated to plat larger lots. He discussed the agreement with the Eldorado Area Water and
Sanitation District to provide service, which was originally for 67 taps, and that will be
revised and reduced. He discussed the entry to the subdivision, the equestrian and
pedestrian trail and how the moratorium affected this subdivision.
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Mr. Siebert said the developer is confident that water can be supplied to the
subdivision. He added that the hydrants in the area meet the County’s 500 gpm flow
standard.

Duly sworn, Gregory Hart, 116 Camino Acote, president Lot 15A2 Homeowners
Association, said a group of area residents concerned with the development met and
organized to ask questions of the developer. He and other area residents now support the
development. Mr. Hart said the revised master plan will definitely “increase value to our
homes.”

Chair Gonzales thanked the speaker and noted it was good when the area
restdents and developer can meet and come to agreement.
There were no other speakers on this case.

Member Katz moved to approve the variance regarding the cul-de-sac and
recommend approval of Z/8 12-5450 master plan zoning with all staff-imposed
conditions. His motion was seconded by Member Anaya and passed by unanimous [7-0]
voice vote.

vVl B. CDRC CASE #7Z/S 13-5130 La Bajada Ranch Master Plan
Amendment: Santa Fe County, Applicant, requests a Master Plan
Amendment for a previously approved Master Plan (Santa Fe Canyon
Ranch) to amend the water supply plan and to provide consistency
with the current property owner boundaries. The amended Master
Plan will allow for 156 residential lots on the 470.55 acres that the
County of Santa Fe now owns. The amended Master Plan will utilize
the Santa Fe County Water Utility (instead of the previously proposed
new on-site community water system). The property is located off
Entrada La Cienega along Interstate 25 in the La Cienega/La
Cieneguilla Traditional Historic Community within Sections 1, 2, 10,
12,13, Township 15 North, Range 7 East and Sections 5, 6, 7, 8,
Township 15 North, Range 8 East (Commission District 3)

[Exhibit 3: Conditions distributed by staff; Exhibit 4: Toups letter to
CDRC dated 7/18/13]

Chair Gonzales recused himself from this case and Member Martin assumed the
responsibilities of Chair.

Vicente Archuleta, Development Review Team Leader, reviewed the staff report
as follows:

“On June 20, 2013, the CDRC met and acted on this case. The decision of the

CDRC was to table to allow the Applicant to address concerns brought forth by
the community.
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“The Applicant held a community meeting on July 16, 2013 and will provide an
update at the CDRC meeting.

“The Applicant is now requesting a Master Plan Amendment to allow the existing
Master Plan to include only the property owned by Santa Fe County which
contained 156 proposed residential lots. This request also includes changing the
source of water in the water supply plan to the Santa Fe County Water Utility.
The Santa Fe County water will provide a more reliable and sustainable source of
water for domestic and fire protection purposes.

“Santa Fe County is currently undergoing an extensive process of community
involvement primarily through the La Bajada Steering Committee, established by
Resolution No. 2012-106. The committee is meeting monthly to review material
and bring forward a proposal for development of the 470.55 acres. The Steering
Committee has only had two or three meetings and it is not thought that there will
be time for them to bring forward recommendations to the Board of County
Commissioners prior to the master plan expiring. Santa Fe County asks for this
amendment to allow the La Bajada Ranch Steering Committee time to discuss,
evaluate and bring forward to the Board of County Commissioners alternatives
for the development of the La Bajada Ranch.

“There is no other change to the approved master plan.

“The approval sought is the Master Plan Amendment to amend the water supply
plan to provide consistency with the current property owner boundaries.”

Mr. Archuleta said staff recommends approval of this request.

Land Use Administration Ellis-Green said at the Tuesday, July 16" community

meeting staff was asked to consider conditions that staff is now requesting for approval:

1. All conditions set forth in the Order of the Board of County Commissioners in
LCDRC Case #MP/S 06-5212 shall remain in full force and effect.

2. This application only changes the source of water to be provided to the master
planned development under the Order in LCDRC Case MP/S 06-5212 from wells
identified by the original applicant to the County water system and supplied by
water from the Rio Grande River through the Buckman Direct Diversion.

3. No other changes are proposed to the conditions of approval set forth in the Order
in LCDRC Case MP/S 06-5212. Any additional changes to the conditions of
approval may occur only through a further application to amend the master plan
or an application for preliminary plat approval.

Member Katz asked what effect there would be on the balance of the property by
severing the County’s 470 acres and obtaining the master plan extension and
amendments. Ms. Ellis-Green said the amendment(s) would solely apply to the County
property. She clarified that the County is the applicant.
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Appearing for the County/Applicant, Mark Hogan, Projects Division Director and
applicant for amendment said the CDRC directed the applicant to meet with the
community which has occurred, resulting in the three conditions.

In response to a question Mr. Hogan said all of the original master plan conditions
will stay in effect thus binding both parties to the master plan. County Attorney Ross
said if the other owners want to extend the master plan on their portion of the property
they need to make application to do so and they have not. The County does not intend to
do that for them or speak for them. The County is operating on its half of the property
and reserving the rights on that property.

Member Roybal characterized the County as a developer in this instance and
asked how it is they are not able to access water rights. Mr. Ross responded that the
County has 1,300 acre-feet of Rio Grande rights, plus 375 acre feet of San Juan/Chama
rights, plus 600 acre-feet obtained through contracts; the County has substantially more
water rights than it delivers in water. The County is bringing ample water rights to the
table. He noted that the steering committee has been charged to develop a plan for the
property’s use and it is probably unlikely that the County will do what was originally
planned for that property.

Member Roybal said it appeared the County had an unfair water advantage over
other developers. He asked whether the other owners of the ranch would have the option
to tie into the lines that the County brings in. Mr. Ross said he didn’t know the answer to
that but did know they were denied County water for the entire development and that led
them to successfully propose the use of groundwater.

The individuals that wanted to speak to this issue were duly sworn.

Under oath, José Varela Lépez, La Cieneguilla, said the community has worked
on the Santa Fe Ranch/ La Bajada master plan for many years. He said the County was
not moving forward in an appropriate manner and an amendment to the water supply plan
conflicts with the local ordinance. He suggested it would have been appropriate if the
County applied for a variance rather than a master plan amendment. e corrected the
County’s contention that 156 residential lots were permitted on 470 acres; in fact, it is 98
units on the entire 1,300+ acres with 18 on Santa Fe County’s property. The 156 was
based on proving return-flow credits over time and at this point that has not been
accomplished.

Mr. Varela Lopez questioned the appropriateness of separating or dividing the
property when the master plan addressed the entire 1,300+ acres. The two owners need
to work together in asking for an extension.

Ray Romero, mayordomo of Acequia La Cienega, distributed a letter [not made
available for this record] addressed to Adam Leigland, County Public Works Director,
discussing the history of Acequia La Cienega and the impact development over the past
30 years has had on the acequia. He noted that wells are not metered as required by the
County. He stated that over 200 homes in the area are required to hook up to County
water but without the necessary infrastructure these homes are using groundwater. He
urged the legislators and officials to secure the necessary funding to extend the
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infrastructure. The community needs to be taken care of before the County develops La
Bajada Ranch. Mr. Romero said over the years the flow of the acequia has decreased by
over 50 percent. As stewards of the acequia for over 300 years, he said the community
expects more than a waterline from the County: “We expect actual connections to
homes.”

Citing Mr. Romero’s letter “...La Cienega has experienced over 70 percent of the
depletion of the irrigation water,” Member Anaya asked whether that was correct. Mr,
Romero verified that was fact. Member Anaya said that reinforces the County’s request
to bring in the water and protects the County’s investment in the ranch,

Previously sworn, Gene Bostwick, resident of lower La Cienega, thanked staff for
working with the community. He said this amendment is in violation of Ordinance 2002-
09 which specifies that there shall be no increase in density through the importation of
water. He understood the water rights of the developer were bound to the development
and could not be severed. The community is concerned that this amendment will allow
for the use of the wells on the property. He asked that the County get together with the
other ranch property owner and figure out the water rights.

Mr. Bostwick reminded the CDRC that the Borregos, owners of the remaining
ranch property, support a two-year extension of the master plan as is. He asked that the
CDRC deny the request.

Member Katz asked whether the density limit in Ordinance 2002-09 was in effect
for the ranch property. Mr. Ross clarified that the County is not seeking to increase
density. The ordinance provision “that all new lots...shall be required to connect to the
County water system when it is within 200 feet of the property line” governs this request.
He indicated that the other owner of the land has development restrictions defined within
a contract while the County’s density is established by the master plan.

Member Katz said he understood the community’s concern that the County may
come forward in the future asking for an increase in density. Mr. Ross said he too
understood that concern and the BCC created the steering committee to vet all proposed
uses of the property. He said it was “extremely unlikely” that the County will propose to
do anything on that property that resembles the master plan proposal.

Member Katz asked what would prevent the other property owner from coming
forward with a request for greater density. Mr. Ross responded that the County has a
contract with the owners that restricts density. Even if the master plan expires, the
contract will continue to protect density. The contract was entered into at the time the
property was purchased. Mr. Ross said the contract specifically speaks to density.

Member DeAnda said it was difficult to speak about the other property owners
because they are not before the CDRC with a request.

Mr. Bostwick stated the issue as the community sees it is that Ordinance 2002-09
remains in effect and enforceable. He said the community views the County proposing
the amendments as a conflict of interest.
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In response to a question, Mr. Ross said water rights are property rights and an
owner is entitled to move water rights. He reiterated that the contract restricts density on
the property.

Previously sworn, Carl Dickens, La Cienega, said he appreciates the CDRC and
staff’s attention to this matter. He said “we need more time.” The County’s request has
forced the community into a reactive mode. He said the Borregos should be here. Mr.
Dickens also noted that today was the first he heard of any contract with the other
owners. An extension of the master plan is premature, stated Mr. Dickens.

Duly sworn, John Herbain said they fought to protect the community when the
ranch proposal first came forward. The original development depended on getting
County water which now makes “this a problem that is uncomfortable for everybody.”
l1e noted that the ranch had been denied County water three times. The request is
premature and the community needs to have a say and more time to understand the
contract, water rights and a certainty of what is happening. He said the County should be
treated the same as other developers.

Duly sworn Charlie C de Baca said he is the mayordomo of the other ditch in La
Cienega. He spoke from over 60 years knowledge of living in the La Cienega and said it
was important waterlines be made available to the area residents.

R. Toups, under oath, said he opposed the master plan amendment. Fe said his
property abuts the ranch and part of the reason he bought his land was to neighbor a
ranch-like setting. The fact he only learned of the County’s plan in June lie found
troubling. He urged the CDRC to let the master plan expire and to place the land in a
permanent trust for the citizens to enjoy in perpetuity.

Duly sworn, Mary Dickson asked the CDRC to deny the request and allow the
Steering Committee an opportunity to come forward with a recommendation.

Under oath John Paul Gonzales said he felt the County came about this request in
an inappropriate manner. He asked that the CDRC deny the request.

In response to a question, Mr. Ross said the County is requesting the amendment
to separate itself out from the other owner.

Member Anaya moved to approve Z/S 13-5130, La Bajada Ranch Master Plan
Amendment as submitted with the three conditions: 1) All conditions set forth in the
Order of the Board of County Commissioners in LCDRC Case MP/S 06-5212 shall
remain in full force and effect; 2) This application only changes the source of water to be
provided to the master planned development under the Order In LCDRC Case MP/S 06-
5212 from wells identified by the original applicant to the County water system and
supplied by water from the Rio Grande River through the Buckman Direct Diversion; 3)
No other changes are proposed to the conditions of approval set forth in the Order in
LCDRC Case MP/S 06-5212. Any additional changes to the conditions of approval may
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occur only through a further application to amend the master plan or an application for
preliminary plat approval. Member Katz seconded and the motion passed by majority [4-
2] voice vote with Members Roybal and DeAnda voting against. [Chair Gonzales had
recused himself from this case.]

VII. NEW BUSINESS

A. CDRC CASE # MIS 13-5180 John DePrimo Radio Antenna. John
DePrimo, Applicant, requests approval of a non-commercial radio
antenna, to be constructed 45 feet in height, to be utilized for amateur
radio communications on 5 acres. The property is located at 136
Sunlit Drive West, within Section 19, Township 16 North, Range 10
East, (Commission District 4).

Miguel Romero reviewed the staff report as follows:

“The Applicant requests approval to allow a 45-foot vertical antenna to be used
for non-commercial amateur radio communications. The antenna is a single
aluminum tube, which can be cranked down to approximately 26 feet.

“The Applicant states he will place the antenna in an area of the property that
minimizes the visual impact of his closest neighbors and will crank down the
antenna when the antenna is not in use.”

Mr. Romero said staff reviewed the request and recommends approval to allow
the vertical height of an antenna at 45 feet to be used for non-commercial amateur radio
communications as an accessory use to the residence, subject to the following conditions:

1.  The Applicant shall obtain a development permit from the Building and
Development Services Department for the placement of the antenna (As per
Article I1, § 2).

The Applicant shall recline the antenna to a lowered position when not in
use.

!\J

Member DeAnda asked whether the tower could be painted and the base of the
tower fenced. Mr. Romero said staff did discuss these items with the applicant and he
recommended directing the questions to the application.

Mr. Romero clarified that when the tower is cranked down it will be at a height of
26 feet. Windmills and antennas cannot exceed 45 feet in height and at full height this
antenna is no higher than 45 feet.

Ms. Ellis-Green pointed out that the zoning regulations require that the CDRC

approve residential accessory structures such as windmills and radio antennas to exceed
the maximum height restrictions. This is not a variance.
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Mr. Romero said according to the applicant, there are other towers within the
area.

Duly sworn, John DePrimo, 136 Sunlit Drive West, said the tower is of a crank-
up variety and has a nested triangular section within a triangle section. When fully nested
it is 25 feet in height and its maximum height is 45 feet. He said he has been a licensed,
non-commercial amateur radio operator for over 50 years. He has met with his neighbors
and sent the necessary certified mailings.

Regarding the reflective nature of the tower, Mr. DePrimo said while aluminum is
difficult to paint he was willing to do. The base of the tower was located in a
“reasonable” place set back from the street and the fence will shield it from neighbors.

He indicated that he belongs to a number of organizations that require frequency
band activity throughout the month. He mentioned weekend contests and gatherings he
participates within around the world.

Responding to the Chair, Mr. DePrimo said he would paint the tower in an effort
to reduce reflectivity and identified two other towers in the vicinity of his home. He
distributed a photo of the tower.

Fred Maas of Seton Village Road said he has had a 65-foot tower for over 32
years.

Duly sworn, Gerald DePrimo, the applicant’s father, informed the Committee that
his son has been involved in radio communications since 1961 and worked in
communications in the Navy.

Duly sworn, Christine Enos said her property is directly above the applicant’s and
all of her views look on to his property. She said she’s confused as to what the tower
height is mentioning that the base is very large. The tower is not good for the community
of Sunlit Hills. She questioned whether Mr. DePrimo contacted the subdivision
architectural committee for review.

Duly sworn, John Bolt, Camino Pacifica, Sunlit Hills, identified himself as a
graduate mechanical engineer and also a member of the Hondo volunteer fire district.
Mr. Bolt said he lived on the hill above the applicant’s property. He said the applicant
knew the hill was there before he purchased the property at the base of the hill. There are
covenants and restrictions to the subdivision restricting any building height from
exceeding two stories. The regulations prohibit windmills and he was not at all happy
about the antenna stating it was inappropriate location. The antenna will be visible to
hundreds of residents in the area.

Mr. Bolt said he could not imagine any scenario where this antenna could be
appropriate in the proposed location.

Member DeAnda pointed out that the County has no authority regarding
homeowner association covenants. Ms. Brown confirmed that point adding that the
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homeowner association can enforce their covenants separate and apart from the County
process.

Member DeAnda asked whether it would be appropriate for the CDRC to table
this case and allow the applicant to meet with the homeowner association and Ms. Brown
responded that it was the CDRC’s choice; however, these are not related proceedings.

Member Drobnis mentioned that federal regulations regarding radio towers may
override covenants and all the applicable facts should be reviewed.

Duly sworn, Nick Nagosta, 130 Sunlit Drive West, neighbor to the applicant, said
Sunlit Hills has an antenna that is several acres back from the house. He said he wants
the applicant to have what he needs but aesthetically he can’t support this request. Other
technology should be investigated.

Duly sworn, Alden Oyer, Bishops Lodge Road, stated that he has been a licensed
radio amateur since 1974, is currently the president of the Santa Fe Amateur Radio Club,
the vice president of an emergency communication group and a retired professional
engineer. He stood in support of Mr. DePrimo’s application. He cited the Code ol
Federal Regulations regarding emergency communication.

Duly sworn, Fred Maas clarified that he lives in Sunlit Hills, Unit 1, Lot 6 and has
done so since 1972. He is a licensed radio operator, communicates around the world and
was the second American to operate in the Soviet Union. Mr. Maas said it appears the
area residents have not noticed his 60-foot antenna.

Member DeAnda asked Mr. Maas whether he received approval from the
homeowner assoctation for his antenna. He responded that the covenants in Sunlit Hills
do not make any mention of radio antenna. He erected his antenna in 1980.

Ms. Enos said Mr. Maas’ pole is different than the tower Mr. DePrimo is
requesting. She said neighbors Judge and Ruth Kelly asked her to communicate to the
CDRC that they do not support the tower.

Mr. DePrimo said Mr. Maas’ tower is no different from his. He said he and his
wife purchased this property in Sunlit Hills because there are no restrictions on antennas.

Member Anaya move to approve the MIS 13-5180 with conditions. Member
Martin seconded.

Member DeAnda said she would support the motion because it appears the
homeowner association covenants do not address antenna.

The motion passed by unanimous [7-0] voice vote.
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VIll. PETITIONS FROM THE FLOOR

None were presented.

IX. COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE COMMITTEE

None were presented.

X. COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE ATTORNEY

None were presented.

Xl. COMMUNICATIONS FROM STAFF

The next meeting was scheduled for August 15, 2013.

XIl. ADJOURNMENT

Having completed the agenda and with no further business to come before this
Committee, Chair Gonzales declared this meeting adjourned at approximately 7:05 p.m.

Approved by:

Juan José Gonzales, Chair
CDRC

Sﬁm@by:
aren F};?rne‘lte(&’ordswork
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July 9, 2013

Mr. Jose Larranaga
102 Grant Ave,

P.O. Box 276

Santa Fe, NM 87504

RE: Cielo Colorado Subdivision

Dear Mr. Larranaga,

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

Environmental Bureau: If access to NMDOT right of way is required for the
project, including any infrastructure improvements in NMDOT right of way along
US84/2835, the project would require an access permit and environmental clearance
from the NMDOT and the project proponent would need to contact Genevieve Head
in the NMDOT Environmental Division at 505-827-5356.

Drainage Design Section: The existing access location will be maintained.
Currently there is an existing 24” culvert located immediately outside of the NMDOT
right of way that allows localized runoff and the roadside ditch to drain across the
access road. It is unclear from the submittal application if this culvert is adequately
sized. Approximate hydraulic computations performed for this review, utilizing the
hydraulic information provided in the submittal, would indicate that the 24" culvert
would need 6 feet of headwater to pass the 30 cfs; this headwater would appear to
overtop the access and potentially US 285 based on the topographic information
provided. It is recommended that this driveway culvert be improved in accordance
with the State Access Management Manual and current Drainage Design Criteria or
detailed computations submitted to document the existing culverts conformance to
current design standards. The resubmittal still does not address the adequacy of the
existing 24" culvert under Camino Acote. It is recommended that access to the
subject development be permitted if the above condition is met.

General Office P.O. Box 1149 Santa Fe, NM 87504

Susana Martinez
Govemor

Tom Church
Cubinet Secretary, Designs

Commissioners

Pete K. Rahn
Chaimian
District 3

Ronald Schmeits
Viee Chairman
District 4

Dr. Kenneth White
Sccrelary
District 1

Robert R. Wallach
Commissioner
District 2

Butch Mathews
Commissioner
District 5

Jackson Gibson
Commissioner
District 6



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

jeremy.lujan(@state.nm.us .

Sincerely,

675%35@?:

Jeremy Lujan
Property Asset Management Agent

FILE#: 1742



Jose Larranaga EXHIBIT

From: marilyn vonreiter <mvonreiter@msn.com> g £
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2013 8:11 AM

To: Jose Larranaga

Subject: CDRC case Z/S 12-5450, Cielo Colorado Subdivision letter of support

Categories: Red Category

Hello Jose,

In regards to the CDRC case Z/S 12-5450 for the Cielo Colorado Subdivision, currently scheduled for July
18th, I would like to state for the record that we support the project as presented to us on June 17th by
the develaper.

We would like to add our support for the Master Plan for Cielo Colorado Estates to be heard by the CDRC
on July 18th at 4 pm,

The developers, Ed and Chris DeZevallos have made a great effort to maintain the beauty of our
community by reducing the lot count from 63 to 24 lots. This reduction of lots will also help support the
assurance that water will not become an issue for our community,

Ed and Chris DeZevallos have been a pleasure to work with and have been most cooperative in working
with us to resolve and find reasonable solutions to the concerns of our Lot 15-A-2 community.

Sincerely,
Marilyn & Andre Von Reiter

157 B Camino Acote
Santa Fe, NM 87508



Jose Larranaga

From: Damian Gessler <dgessler@centurylink.net>

Sent: Monday, July 15, 2013 11:41 AM

To: Jose Larranaga

Cc: Victoria Dalton; James Siebert; Ed Dezevallos; Chris Dezevallos
Subject: CDRC CASE # Z/S 12-5450 Cielo Colorado Subdivision

Attachments: Cielo Colorado - Items for James W. Siebert, Inc..pdf; Cielo Colorado.pdf
Categories: Red Category

Dear Mr. Larranaga,
Re: CDRC CASE # 2/5 12-5450 Cielo Colorado Subdivision

Please accept this email and the two attached letters as relevant to the case for CDRC consideration. The first letter,
dated March 25 2013, is a list of issues sent to and received by Ms. Victoria Dalton (Assistant for Mr. James Siebert) at
Mr. Siebert's request.

The second letter, dated April 8 2013, sent to and received by Mr. Siebert and the Developers, outlines issues relevant to
development of the area and Santa Fe County planning.

In a public meeting on June 17 2013 Mr. Siebert and the Developers presented a revised Cielo Colorado Master Plan.
Please accept this email as my endorsement of the plan as | understand it. Material changes in the revised plan are
evident, especially the de-scoping of the intensity of land use and a combination of explicit, implicit, or de facto
addressing of the major issues raised.

Mr. Siebert and the Developers are to be commended for a thoughtful and balanced approach.

Best,

Damian Gessler

15 Acote Court
Santa Fe, NM 87508



Gregory Hart
160 Camino Acote

Damian Gessler
1S Acote Court

Residents of Tract 15A-2 and Cielo Celorado
Santa Fe, NM 87508

March 25, 2013

Mr. James Siebert

James W. Siebert and Associates, Inc.
918 Mercer St.

Santa Fe, NM 87507

Dear Jim,

Per your request, please find here a list of issues relevant to the propoesed Cielo
Colorado subdivision. The residents have worked diligently to compile the list,
including tasking volunteers into “working groups” and soliciting wide and open
engagement. Still, the list is preliminary at best, and at this point is neither final nor
exhaustive.

We have identified seven areas for attention. We have kept the list of issues short
and focused, so as to best aid a process of resolution. As we address items, further
items may or may not be added as the process evolves.

1. Front Entrance

The front entrance is the sole ingress and egress into two neighborhoods—the
existent and established 1B year old Cielo Colorado and its proposed expansion, and
approximately 205 acres of other residences, not part of Cielo Colorado, yet part of
the larger Tract 15A-2 which contains Cielo Colorado.

Issues:

1.1 Setting a positive entrance statement: What is the entrance “statement”—the
initial thematic setting and impression of the development? ls it to accentuate the
natural beauty of the land, or human and equestrian activities, or a sensitivity to
native peoples, or something else? The Master Plan is unclear on this point.

1.2 Attenuating the negative impact of proximity to US HWY 285 and maintaining the
highest standards of the US 285 South Highway Corridor Plan and the Sustainable
Growth Management Plan: To date, a mostly-undeveloped 36 +/- acre Reserve Tract
of land in the front entrance has provided a noise and visual buffer from US HWY
285 (a four lane, 55-mph highway). The proposed Master Plan develops this land
with nine or more houses, substantially changing the natural and undeveloped
character of the front entrance, but not defining a clear entrance portal or
separation of activities (e.g., entrance presence, public mailboxes possibly with
weather protection, private homes, recreation, landscape and vegetation planning,
etc). Residents are concerned that a heavy and unbalanced of use of the land in the



front entrance shall negatively impact all the neighborhood areas thus serviced by
Camino Acote.

1.3 Identification of a "Park” in the Front Entrance: The Master Plan presented to the
community at the March 14th meeting had a “Park” on land wedged between the
Santa Fe County Soild Waste Transfer Station and the US HWY 285 right-of-way. The
"park” includes a protected arroyo. It is unclear how this land could satisfy regular
and reasonable “park-like” activities.

1.4 Financial impact: To date, the undeveloped nature of the front entrance Reserve
Tract has had a neutral impact on the neighborhoods’ financial resources. If this is to
change, for example, due to newly required regular maintenance for roads,
additional mailboxes, possibly new walls, signage, or other treatments, what is the
model to ensure such developments are financially viable?

2. Roads and Infrastructure

Tract 15A-2 is served by six roads: Camino Acote and Calle Cal, cul-de-sacs Senda
Mescal and Senda Suaza, and Lone Coyote Ridge and Acote Court. The first four are
paved roads of approximately three miles in aggregate length. The roads do not
meet county base-course and pavement thickness standards. Approximately 45
residents pay $45,000+/- per year to maintain those roads. At this rate, residents
are informed that they will pay “forever’"—as the annual revenue is sufficient to
maintain only sections at a time, and by the time all sections receive maintenance,
residents will have to restart the maintenance schedule from the beginning.
Neighborhood By-Laws require that any new paved road connected to an existing
paved road be maintained by the neighborhood. Lone Coyote Ridge and Acote Court
are base-course, private roads. They are not maintained by the neighborhood but
are maintained solely by the residences they serve. Residences on those roads pay
for three road tiers: county taxes, neighborhood road fees, and separate private road
maintenance,

Issues:

2.1 Developing new roads before lots are sold: We have been informed that land will
be cleared and roads will be built before the lots they service are sold. This is an
issue because empty cul-de-sacs—"roads to nowhere”"—have a substantial negative
impact. Empty roads and cul-de-sacs capture dirt and tumbleweeds, they attract
temporary and transient activities, and contribute to an overall unsettled nature.
Unused roads deteriorate faster than moderately used roads. Thus the proposed
phasing plan appears to burden the neighborhoad with a market risk of unsold lots
on roads it does not need but must maintain.

2.1 Financial impact of new roads: What is the financial plan for maintaining new
roads? Who pays for what, when? How many lots need to be sold and at what rate
to preserve revenue neutrality for the HOA (Home Owners’ Association)?

2.3 Impact on the existing Camino Acote: Construction and heavy-earth moving
equipment will likely use Camino Acote because it is the only ingress and egress to
the community, What is the financial plan to maintain Camino Acote over the nine-
year phasing plan under this excess use?

2.4 Unclear infrastructure plans: We understand that, pending on-going negotiations
with the various public utility and private communication companies, the current



status for infrastructure is: no natural gas, no cable, no high-speed Internet except
what is currently available over DSL (Digital Subscriber Line). Current DSL
bandwidth varies and is approximately 2-6 Mb/s to the desktop. This is adequate for
light to moderate household use today, but is widely deemed inadequate for
reasonable and anticipated future needs of multiple on-demand video feeds into
single residences. Issues exist whether planned infrastructural additions to the
neighborhood are adequate given the Master Plan’s nine year phasing schedule.

3. Trails and Open Space

Tract 15A-2 is approximately 527 acres with neither community trails nor public
open space: private land abuts private land. To date, this has been adequate, even if
not desirable, due in part to a low intensity of use on the land. The Master Plan
proposes to expand the number of houses by almost 150% by building 60+ new
homes on less than 40% of the total acreage, so we expect an increased intensity of
use to raise the need for designated trails and open space.

Issues;

3.1 Planned open space: The Master Plan allocates a “Park” (see sec. 1.3 above) that
exceeds County minimum acreage requirements for the number residences, But the
placement of the “park” does not lend itself to useful use. Open space hetween
homes has a proven record of improving land and housing values, quality of life, and
desirability, for example in nearby Eldorado. Can a strategic use of open space
between houses be examined for this Master Plan? Is there a plan where fewer lots
and more open space results in higher lot desirability?

3.2 Trails to somewhere: Trails—pedestrian, equestrian, bicycle—may be
connectors, or they may be embedded in open space, What is the "traffic pattern” for
trails that enhances their use and that of open space? Is there a
pedestrian/equestrian trail that can circumnavigate part of the land so as to
enhance its use?

3.3 Trails that enhance public enjoyment and respect private property:. Some
residents have expressed an issue that trails should not direct people to "dead-ends”
that then encourage people to enter or cross private property. Easements (for
example, under power lines), may be a gray-area, but in no case should trail
planning simply assume that a property owner agrees to trails on or adjacent to
their land.

4, CC&Rs: Covenants, Conventions, and Restrictions

Tract 15A-2 is covered under a set of CC&Rs loosely called the “1991" [Red Sky]
CC&Rs. Initial development of the area of approximately 25 homes on 64 acres is
subject to an additionatl, more restrictive set of CC&Rs called “Cielo Colorado Phase
1.” Additionally, some lot owners in Tract 15A-2 with over 12,5 acres {not part of
Cielo Colorado Phase I) are subject to further variations. We understand that new
development will generally follow the Cielo Colorado Phase ] CC&Rs.

Issues:

4.1 Acceptance of Phase I CC&Rs as a model for new development: Formal polling of
the neighborhoods for agreement or opposition to the wider adoption of the Phase |
CC&Rs has not been done. In general, there appears to be support and recognition



that broad adoption of CC&R's based on Phase | is a good and positive start. We
understand that CC&Rs for new development do not by necessity impose new
burdens on existing residents. Given the fractious nature of multiple CC&Rs, we
simply ask for more time to conduct a more thorough review.

4.2 Phase I CC&Rs are a good start, but may be out of date: Some issues, such as water
catchment, solar panels, and so forth, have gained importance since the Phase 1
CC&Rs were written. Other issues, such as the allowable number of horses, fencing,
and so forth may need review,

5. Water

We are aware that the Eldorado Area Water and Sanitation District (EAWSD) issued
a “ready, willing, and able” letter for the development. We are also aware of the
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the EASWD and the County. We are
studying the issue, Presently:

Issues:

5.1 Water, CC&Rs, and building design: Will all new houses be required to have hot
water re-circulators and other indoor water conservation devices? ls there a water
conservation building standard or accreditation to which builders will be required
to comply that exceed minimum county standards?

5.2 Water, CC&Rs, and outdoor conservation: Will building sites and run-off
catchments adhere to the goals of water-neutrality {water that enters a lot, stays on
the lot for reharvesting)? 1s this dependent on house square-footage, or will it apply
to all houses?

5.3 Water and the Master Plan; how does the Master Plan address the unigue water
conservation and catastrophic drought-tolerance goals of the area? For example,
how is road planning, road run-off, and open space designed to mitigate the worst
effects of drought and maximize water retention on the land?

6. Sustainability and Growth

A recent article in the press boasted Santa Fe as one of the best places for real estate,
with a prediction of a rise in housing prices of 9.1% over the next five years. Yet this
is an annual rate of only 1.75%, below even the rate of inflation. Market growth may
be essentially flat, or even decreasing; it is hard to know.

Issues:

6.1 Build and they will come: Building that exceeds replacement rate burdens the
neighborhood with an uncompensated market risk (see sec. 2.1). Furthermore,
building that commits 0.25 afy (acre-feet/year) of water per house commits
resources that cannot be re-committed to other projects--for example
developments that may set forward-looking standards in water conservation, land
stewardship, and protection of New Mexico as a national asset of exceptional
beauty. This is an opportunity cost, and that cost is incurred by the neighborhood.
How are these costs shared and compensated?

6.2 What if they do not come? The neighborhood is being asked to share risk and
front certain costs, such as road maintenance. What is the shared gain? How does



the phasing plan balance sustainability and growth, such that neighborhood risk and
incurred costs are controlled?
7. Engagement

Engagement between the residents, the developer, the engineering firm, the
surrounding communities, the County—these all involve various avenues that can
positively or adversely affect success. We invite your thoughts and discussion on the
following self-explanatory issues:

Issues:

7.1 How do we engage with you?

7.2 How do you engage with us?

7.3 How do we together engage with others?

7.4 How do we keep up-to date with the most current Master Plan Site Drawing and
Master Plan Report?

7.5 How are community meeting dates, times, and places to be set? What lead time is
reasonable?

7.6 How do we document our efforts such that it is acceptable to you and the County?

Mr, Siebert—Jim—we thank you for working with us on these issues. Let's set a goal
to resolve as many as we can. The list is not final, and as we resolve some, others
may rise. But with a little work and good faith, we are encouraged that we can
bridge these together.



Damian Gessler
15 Acote Court
Santa Fe, NM 87508

April 8,2013

Mr. Ed deZavallos and Mr. Cliris deZavallos
Cielo Colorado, LLC

Dear Ed and Chris,

Thank you for the effort and engagement to which you have both invested. There is
common ground here, and so | write to you so we may see more clearly a path
forward, Together, you bring 50+ years of cumulative professional real-estate
experience to the table; | think this is a huge asset, and something that | am not
eager to see unfocused.

Ed—you asked me at my home and at the April 4 meeting if | would give the
praject my endorsement. That is a fair request. | have given it some thought, Let me
share with you our challenges, because it is through this that we may—just may—be
able together achieve a common goal.

To start:

According to the UNM, Bureau of Business & Economic Research, Geospatial
and Population Studies Group 2012 study [1], Santa Fe county will grow from
144,531 in 2010 to 184,832 in 2040, Thatisa 28% growth in 30 years, which
is not much: it equates to less than 1% per year (geometric rate is 0.71% per
year).

The area has an average of 2.4 people per household [2]. thus the market
needs an additional 560 housing units per year for the next 30 years to meet
this demand.

If the HWY 285/Galisteo area grows at the same proportional rate as the
county projections, then its 10,000 residents will grow to 12,800 over 30
years. This will require 1,167 new houses total, or about 39 houses per year, if
the demand is met entirely by new single-family dwellings.

Thirty-nine houses at 0.25 afy (acre-feet per year) adds 10 afy per year of
water commitments. Total for 1,167 houses is 292 afy: a 45% increase in
Eldorado Area Water & Sanitation District commitments [3]. When fully
satisfied in 30 yrs, total commitments would be at 90% of current 2012
maximum capacity.

We do not know what the maximum capacity will be in 30 years. We do know
that in the last five years it has decreased each and every vear, despite the
addition of a new well in 2008 [3].

This is a problem. If we simply build to satisfy a projected demand, the area will be
at 90% pumping capacity in one generation. Hardly a 100 year plan, and at 90%, not
sustainable.



So something has to give: either more water, or less demand. Growing at a very
modest projected rate of 0.71% per year is going to cause pain. And it is going to
cause it soon: within a generation,

Let's look at some other factors:

* February 2013 (latest data available) was the 336'% consecutive month with
global temperatures higher than the long-term average [4]. These are not
models; this is just simple data. Someone stakes a thermometer and comes
back every day and measures the temperature and averages it for the month.
Actually, nowadays this is done automatically and remotely with sensors, but
the basic act of recording observed temperatures is just a modern-day variant
on the Farmers' Almanac. And every single month for the last 336 months, that
month has been warmer than the month's long-term average—February 2013
was warmer than the long-term average for February, January 2013 was
warmer than the long-term average for January, December 2012 was warmer
than the long-term average for December-~and this has been going on for 336
months uninterrupted. No modeling; just data. Data is from NOAA National
Climatic Data Center [4].

* Soitis getting warmer. What about rain? Based on tree-ring data, average
annual precipitation for the Southern Rio Grande Basin, which includes the
Galisteo Basin and surrounding areas, for a 1,373 year period AD 622-1994
was 23.7 cm/yr (9.34 in/yr) ([5]; Tables 6-7). Five, 30-year averages for New
Mexico for each decade since 1931 (1931-60, 1941-70, ..., 1971-00) have
consistently been above 32.0 cm/yr (12.59 in/yr), with the 1971-00 average
of 37.0 cm/yr (14.58 in/yr) [6]. Thus the recent 1971-2000 period has been
exceptionally wet by historical measures: long term average for this area is
~10"/yr, yet we have just come out of a period where we got 50% more:
~15"/yr. So despite how dry it has been, it has not been dryer than normal, it
has been wetier than normal. This is about to change:

* Asthe air warms, surface water evaporates faster. How much faster? A 2010
study by Gutzler and Robbins [7] shows that just a few degrees rise in annual
average temperatures is sufficient to drive the Palmer drought index (the
major index used by farmers, federal data centers, etc.) into essentially
continual extreme drought. Look at just one of many graphs (Figure 1, next
page): it compares 25-yr averages between known data and predictions of the
effect of warming (100-year differences). Interestingly, although the days get
warmer, precipitation is about constant (not shown in the figure but available
in the paper}; in other words it continues to rain and snow, but the surface
water evaporates quicker. So trees are stressed, people water plants earlier
and langer, that puts pressure on pumping more water, etc., etc.
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Figure 1 Palmer drought index. -3 is severe drought; -4 and less is extreme drought. Nute thal Santa
Fe/Morthern Mew Menico is one of the hardest hit areas. While the projection is through
2100, onset of severe droupht ocones imnch carlier: just 13 years firom now starting in 2026
and only o fow years after the planned completion of Gicle Colmade, Seurce: [7].

* Soas the mighty Colorado and Rio Grande begin to dry, water mining
{(extracting groundwater) increases in importance. Yet county studies have
discounted water mining as already unsustainable.; indeed that was part of
the rationale for the Buckman Direct Diversion project to rely on surface
water from the Rio Grande. There is a disjoint here; something will break.

*  Water is not oil. Prices today for Brent crude are approximately $108/bbl.
Eldorado Area Water and Sanitation District (EAWSD)—the customers of
which pay for some of the most expensive water the nation—sells water retail
at $0.42 bbl. (42 cents for 42 gallons).

*  With costs in the order of a million dollars per true newly discovered,
productive water source, the math is not kind to drilling when you have to sell
100 million gallons just to cover the capital costs of a new well ($1M ata
penny a gallon retail).

* To make matters worse, the area is "geclogically heterogeneous.” That means
there is no known and reliable place to drill. Eighteen wells have been drilled
in the area, but about half are out of commission. That means one can spend a
lot of money drilling, only to come up dry, or have to drill again in a few years.
A 2007 Glorieta Geosciences report estimates that six new wells will be

needed just to meet current commitments of 600 afy for the next 100 years,
yet this does not include new development or the effects of warming [8; p. 47].



So let's go back to those growth numbers: 0.71% growth per year driving 39
houses/yr in this HWY 285/Galisteo area. As noted above this drives the system into
unsustainability within 30 years. If 39 is too many, what is reasonable?

Currently the EAWSD is pumping water at approximately 50% of production
capacity (approximately 550 afy). What is a reasonable figure for planning? A
lot can change in 30 years, so just for planning a figure would be somewhere
greater than 50% and less than 90%; a reasonable figure is 70%.

At 0.25 afy per house, the difference between 50% (today) and 70% (2040) is
approximately 740 houses total, or 25 houses/yr. This is just for the HWY
285/Galisteo area,

Those 25 houses/yr are the total projected sustainable growth rate—it's a
balance between demand for housing and demand for water. If residents are
not afraid that new development is threatening the water, then population
pressure remains positive, and demand for housing stiffens, As demand for
housing exceeds supply, this acts to maintain housing prices and area stability.
This growth of 25 houses/yr is to be satisfied by numerous parties—"Mom
and Pop” residents, professional developers, etc. If professional developers
took half that share, and all the Mom and Pops and everyone else took the
other half, then we are at approximately 12.5 houses/yr {or professional
developers.

If Cielo Colorado, LLC took half of that 12.5, and all the other developers had to
compete for the other half, then we are looking at approximately 6 houses per
year.

This is a very interesting number, because it is close to the Cielo Colorado phasing

plan.

Let's |

Yet even six houses per year for Cielo Colorado is likely too aggressive:

Building permits for new single-family units for the entire Santa Fe county for
the last five years average 104 units/yr [2]. This is a loose metric on county-
wide market demand for new homes. The last five years have been soft, but if
Cielo Colorado is to build 6/yr, that is close to or exceeds market saturation
for the entire HWY /Galisteo area. Perhaps a more realistic number for Cielo
Coloradoe (just a small subdivision of the larger area) is 2-4 houses/yr,

ook at a few more numbers:

Santa Fe County sets minimum lot sizes based, in part, on the hydrology
{water supply) of an area. For example, in the La Barbaria hills where the
ground is mountainous and water is scarce, minimum lot size is 80 acres.
There are many exceptions (certainly some lots in that area are smaller than
80 acres). In our area, the minimum size for Mom and Pop {non-subdivision)
lots is 12.5 acres. As you know, separate calculations allowing smaller lots are
used for sub-divisions.

Take that 12.5 acres per lot as a measure of what the land can carry. We are
not pedantic that every lot must be that size, but overall, such an average
mitigates the pressure on the land as reflected in water availability. For a Cielo
Colorado additional acreage of 257 acres, 257 / 12.5 = 20.56; let’s call it 21:
the land can hold 21 new homes, with plenty of options on exactly how it is



platted. {Actually, this is generous: there are already 44+ houses on the 527
acres of Tract 15-A, a pre-build average of already one house per 12 acres).

Thus we consider: 21 houses in 5 vears; lot sizes 2.5 - 10+ acres on 257 acres; and
consider these benefits:

1.
2.

10,

11.

Quick-in; quick-out; job is done in 5 years: time is money.

Instead of planning for 51 lots over 9+ years, building roads, laying
infrastructure, and knowing that in reality, fewer lots are likely to be sold;
boldly take the high ground and make a commitment to planning every house
on tight, hard-bodied plan of 21 houses in 5 years. This is on the optimistic
side of reality: it may still over-saturate Cielo Colorado if the larger market
remains soft.

Fewer lots mean lesser impact means easier sell to the county, to the
residents, to community.

Fewer lots on the same acreage opens opportunity for greenbelts, more
freedom in building envelopes to accentuate high-value views, preservation of
vegetation, and benefits that increase value and desirability to offset unit
costs.

Higher desirability translates into differentiation and higher asking prices.

Allowing larger lots to share base-course driveways (two houses per driveway
with a Y split) could—given the right master plan—substantially reduce paved
roads to yield significant savings.

Fewer lots mean lower affordable housing requirements: new number is
reduced to 3.15. This is an immediate savings of $550,000.

The rate of growth is supported by a water-aware, sustainable growth plan
and is in line with the existing rate of development.

The total number of houses is supported by the impact on the land and is
responsive to the community character.

The marketing of a community-responsive development positively
differentiates the subdivision for builders, realtors, and buyers.

The approach differentiates you from other developers; an important play in
this environment.,

Twenty-one homes is less than half the current plan of 51. 1 do not have insight into
your P&L to know how much potential profit is lost {or gained), or if the model even
attains minimum RO But ] would not be so arrogant as to assume that I know your
motivation. lt is reasonable that a certain return on investment is required. But men
do great things for many reasons, and great things have never been achieved by
doing the minimum. These homes will out-last me and will make a statement on the
land for at least half a century; a land where people have lived for 10,000 years. At
some point we draw a line in the sand, and prioritize to leave a mark en this world
such that it is better that we lived and affected it, than that we did not live at all.

My best wishes to you,
Damian.
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Jose Larranaga

From: Bob Shelley <bobshelley2006@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, July 15, 2013 9:27 AM

To: camino_acole_neighborhood@yahoogroups.com; Jose Larranaga
Subject: CDRC Case Z/S 12-5450, Cielo Colorado Subdivision leller of support
Categories: Red Category

Hi Jose,

In regards to the CDRC case Z/8 12-5450 for Cielo Colorado Subdivision, which is currently scheduled for July
18th, I would like to state for the record that I support the project as presented to our homeowners

association on June 17th by the developer.

The current plan contains 24 lots, a huge reduction from the original number of 63. The effec! of this change is
a substantial reduction in future waler consumption, something many of us are concerned about given the
limited rainfall in recent years. In addition, the developer has provided for more open space at the entrance to
Cielo Colorado from highway 285, moved the affordable housing lots to a more appropriate location, and
generally been very responsive to input from our community.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Bob Shelley

4 Calle Cal

Santa Fe, NM 87508



EXHIBIT

Z/S 13-5130 La Bajada Ranch Master Plan Amendment g b

“All conditions set forth in the Order of the Board of County Commissioners in LCDRC Case
#MP/S 06/5212 shall remain in full force and effect.”

“This application only changes the source of water to be provided to the master planned
development under the Order in LCDRC Case #MP/S 06/5212 from wells identified by the
original applicant to the County water system and supplied by water from the Rio Grande River
through the Buckman Direct Diversion.

No other changes are proposed to the conditions of approval set forth in the Order in LCDRC
Case #MP/S 06/5212. Any additional changes to the conditions of approval may occur only
through a further application to amend the master plan or an application for preliminary plat
approval.”



36 Raven Ravine <= Santa Fe, NM 87507 <= Phone: (504) 382-6440
Email: toupsra@gmail.com & Email: pfioups@gmail.com

ly 18, 2013
fub EXHIBIT

Sanlta Fe County Development Review Commitice g 1’(’
County Commission Chambers )

County Adminisiration Building
Santa Fe, NM

Re: CDRC CASE # 7/8 13-5130 La Bajada Ranch Master Plan Amendment

Dear Committee Members:

This letier is in response to the proposed Amendment to the La Bajada Ranch Master Plan. We own an adjacent
property located at 36 Raven Ravine, off Paseo C De Baca (CR 50), in La Cienega. Our property abuts the area
identified as “Phase One” in the December 19, 2007 Santa Fe Canyon Ranch Revised Amended Master Plan
(www.santalecountynm.gov/uscrliles/LaBajadaRevised Amended MasterPlan. pdD).

We were attracted to the La Cienega community because of its rural charrcler and targer lot sizes. YWhen we
purchased our property in 2012 it was our undersianding, aller asking our agent [rom Sotheby’s, that the land
surrounding our property would not be developed in the luture. We helieved that the land we now know as the La
Bajada Ranch property was held “in ‘I'rust” since the prior owner/seller — who resided at this location [or 32 vears —
made no disclosure that an existing development agreement, Master Plan, or other legal entidements [or the [uture
subdivision had previously been approved. Being new to the arca, we were unaware of the history of the Santa Fe
Canyon Ranch Project and the County’s purchase of that tand in 2009. When we had the land Surveyed, we
discovered a utility easement that cut directly across the property, but that easement was removed without issue
when the seller pelitioned the County to remove the easement as a condition of the purchase agreement. The
Surveyor's map that accompanied our ttle documents indicated the adjacent property was owned by “Santa Fe

County”, a lact that solidified our beliel that we had bought a property that would be surrounded by open space.

In carly June, we received notilication both by letier and by Public Nolice concerning the hearing ol the proposed
Master Plan Amendment. This was the first time we heard of this Project. We attended the June 20, 2013 CDRC
mieeling (o become better informed. We have since learned from our neighbors and [ellow members of the La
Cienega Village Association about the project’s history, the County's controversial purchase of the 470.33 acre La
Bajada Ranch property (www.santalecounlynm.gov/documents/ordinances/2009-182.pd0f), and the 2010 La Cienega
Land Use Survey (www.santalecountynm.gov/userfles/SantaFeCanyonRanchSurvey11302010.pdf). We were
pleased by the survey results, which overwhelmingly express the La Cienega residents’ and greater Santa Fe area
residents’ desire o keep this land preserved in perpetuity [rom [uture development and 1o instead develop it
minimally lor public and recreational uses only (e.g., hiking, iking, horse irails).



Board of County Commissioners of Santa Fe County

Members of La Bajada Ranch Sieering Commitlee

Kathenne Miller, County Manager

Gene Bostwick, Chairman, La Cienega/La Cicnceguilla Planning Committee
Carl 1)ickens, President La Ciencga Village Association



Daniel “Danny” Mayfield
Commissioner, District 1

Kathy Holian
Commissioner, Dislrict 4

Liz Stefanics
Commissioner, District 5

Katherine Miller
Counly Manager

Miguel M. Chavez
Commissioner, District 2

Robert A. Anaya
Commissioner, District 3

CASE NO. MIS 13-5180
MISCELLANEOUS

JOHN DEPRIMO, APPLICANT

ORDER

THIS MATTER came before the County Development Review Commitlee
(“CDRC”) for hearing on July 18, 2013, on the Application of John DePrimo (“the
Applicant”) for a development permit for a non-commercial radio antenna, to be
constructed 45 feet in height, to be utilized for an amateur radio station on 5 acres. After
conducting a public hearing on the Application, the CDRC hereby APPROVES the
Application and makes the following findings of fact and conclusions of law:

1. The Applicant requests approval to allow a non-commercial radio antenna, to be
constructed 45 feet in height, to be utilized for an amateur radio station on 5 acres.

2. The property is located at 136 Sunlit Dr. West, within Section 19, Township 16
North, Range 10 East, (Commission District 4).

3. Article 111, § 2.3.6¢, Height Restrictions for Residential Accessory Structures, states:
“requests for residential accessory structures such as windmills and radio antennas to
exceed the maximum height restrictions shall be reviewed for approval by the County
Development Review Committee. When an exception to the height restrictions is

desired, the Applicant shall submit plans for the installation and operation of the

102 Grant Avenue - P.O. Box 276 - Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-0276 - 505-986-6200 - FAX: 505-
995-2740 www.santafecounty.org



accessory structure with a report explaining why the requested height of the structure
is necessary for proper function. The County Development Review Committee shall
consider: whether the requested structure is reasonably necessary to be on the
proposed site; whether the Applicant has demonstrated that the requested height is the
minimum height necessary for the proposed structure to function properly, not to
exceed a maximum height of forty-five feet (45'); and the size of the lot and impact
on neighboring properties™.
. Additionally, Article IlI, Section 2.1 provides, “Residential uses and accessory
structures, as defined herein, are allowed anywhere in the County provided all of the
requirements of the Code are met.”
Staff supported the Application and recommended the following conditions of approval:
A. The Applicant shall obtain a development permit from the Building and
Development Services Department for the placement of the antenna (As
per Article II, § 2).
B. The Applicant shall crank down the antenna to a lowered position when
not in use.
. The Applicant consented to staff’s conditions.
. There were two constituents in opposition of the Application and three constituents in
favor of the Application.
. After conducting a public hearing on the request and having heard from the
Applicant and the public, the County Development Review Committee hereby
approves the request for a non-commercial radio antenna, to be constructed 45 feet in

height, to be utilized for an amateur radio station on 5 acres.



IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Application to allow a non-commercial radio
antenna, to be constructed 45 feet in height, to be utilized for an amateur radio station is
approved subject to the conditions stated above.

This Order was approved by the County Development Review Committee on this

day of ,2013.

COUNTY DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE OF SANTA FE COUNTY

By:

County Development Review Committee, Chair

ATTEST:

Geraldine Salazar, County Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

e

Stephen C. Ross, Coun{’y Attorney




occur only through a further application to amend the master plan or an application for
preliminary plat approval. Member Katz seconded and the motion passed by majority [4-
2] voice vote with Members Roybal and DeAnda voting against. [Chair Gonzales had
recused himself from this case.]

ViI. NEW BUSINESS

A. CDRC CASE # MIS 13-5180 John DePrimo Radio Antenna. John
DePrimo, Applicant, requests approval of a non-commercial radio
antenna, to be constructed 45 feet in height, to be utilized for amateur
radio communications on 5 acres. The property is located at 136
Sunlit Drive West, within Section 19, Township 16 North, Range 10
East, (Commission District 4).

Miguel Romero reviewed the staff report as follows:

“The Applicant requests approval to allow a 45-foot vertical antenna to be used
for non-commercial amateur radio communications. The antenna is a single
aluminum tube, which can be cranked down to approximately 26 feet.

“The Applicant states he will place the antenna in an area of the property that
minimizes the visual impact of his closest neighbors and will crank down the
antenna when the antenna is not in use.”

Mr. Romero said staff reviewed the request and recommends approval to allow
the vertical height of an antenna at 45 feet to be used for non-commercial amateur radio
communications as an accessory use to the residence, subject to the following conditions:

1. The Applicant shall obtain a development permit from the Building and

Development Services Department for the placement of the antenna (As per
Article 11, § 2).

2. The Applicant shall recline the antenna to a lowered position when not in

use.

Member DeAnda asked whether the tower could be painted and the base of the
tower fenced. Mr. Romero said staff did discuss these items with the applicant and he
recommended directing the questions to the application.

Mr. Romero clarified that when the tower is cranked down it will be at a height of
26 feet. Windmills and antennas cannot exceed 45 feet in height and at full height this
antenna is no higher than 45 feet.

Ms. Ellis-Green pointed out that the zoning regulations require that the CDRC
approve residential accessory structures such as windmills and radio antennas to exceed
the maximum height restrictions. This is not a variance.

County Development Review Committee: July 18, 2013
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Mr. Romero said according to the applicant, there are other towers within the
area.

Duly sworn, John DePrimo, 136 Sunlit Drive West, said the tower is of a crank-
up variety and has a nested triangular section within a triangle section. When fully nested
it is 25 feet in height and its maximum height is 45 feet. He said he has been a licensed,
non-commercial amateur radio operator for over 50 years. He has met with his neighbors
and sent the necessary certified mailings.

Regarding the reflective nature of the tower, Mr. DePrimo said while aluminum is
difficult to paint he was willing to do. The base of the tower was located in a
“reasonable” place set back from the street and the fence will shield it from neighbors.

He indicated that he belongs to a number of organizations that require frequency
band activity throughout the month. He mentioned weekend contests and gatherings he
participates within around the world.

Responding to the Chair, Mr. DePrimo said he would paint the tower in an effort
to reduce reflectivity and identified two other towers in the vicinity of his home. He
distributed a photo of the tower.

Fred Maas of Seton Village Road said he has had a 65-foot tower for over 32
years.

Duly sworn, Gerald DePrimo, the applicant’s father, informed the Committee that
his son has been involved in radio communications since 1961 and worked in
communications in the Navy.

Duly sworn, Christine Enos said her property is directly above the applicant’s and
all of her views look on to his property. She said she’s confused as to what the tower
height is mentioning that the base is very large. The tower is not good for the community
of Sunlit Hills. She questioned whether Mr. DePrimo contacted the subdivision
architectural committee for review.

Duly sworn, John Bolt, Camino Pacifica, Sunlit Hills, identified himself as a
graduate mechanical engineer and also a member of the Hondo volunteer fire district.
Mr. Bolt said he lived on the hill above the applicant’s property. He said the applicant
knew the hill was there before he purchased the property at the base of the hill. There are
covenants and restrictions to the subdivision restricting any building height from
exceeding two stories. The regulations prohibit windmills and he was not at all happy
about the antenna stating it was inappropriate location. The antenna will be visible to
hundreds of residents in the area.

Mr. Bolt said he could not imagine any scenario where this antenna could be
appropriate in the proposed location.

Member DeAnda pointed out that the County has no authority regarding
homeowner association covenants. Ms. Brown confirmed that point adding that the

County Development Review Committee: July 18, 2013
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homeowner association can enforce their covenants separate and apart from the County
process.

Member DeAnda asked whether it would be appropriate for the CDRC to table
this case and allow the applicant to meet with the homeowner association and Ms. Brown
responded that it was the CDRC’s choice; however, these are not related proceedings.

Member Drobnis mentioned that federal regulations regarding radio towers may
override covenants and all the applicable facts should be reviewed.

Duly sworn, Nick Nagosta, 130 Sunlit Drive West, neighbor to the applicant, said
Sunlit Hills has an antenna that is several acres back from the house. He said he wants
the applicant to have what he needs but aesthetically he can’t support this request. Other
technology should be investigated.

Duly sworn, Alden Oyer, Bishops Lodge Road, stated that he has been a licensed
radio amateur since 1974, is currently the president of the Santa Fe Amateur Radio Club,
the vice president of an emergency communication group and a retired professional
engineer. He stood in support of Mr. DePrimo’s application. He cited the Code of
Federal Regulations regarding emergency communication.

Duly sworn, Fred Maas clarified that he lives in Sunlit Hills, Unit 1, Lot 6 and has
done so since 1972, He is a licensed radio operator, communicates around the world and
was the second American to operate in the Soviet Union. Mr. Maas said it appears the
area residents have not noticed his 60-foot antenna.

Member DeAnda asked Mr. Maas whether he received approval from the
homeowner association for his antenna. He responded that the covenants in Sunlit Hills
do not make any mention of radio antenna. He erected his antenna in 1980.

Ms. Enos said Mr. Maas’ pole is different than the tower Mr. DePrimo is
requesting. She said neighbors Judge and Ruth Kelly asked her to communicate to the

CDRC that they do not support the tower.

Mr. DePrimo said Mr. Maas’ tower is no different from his. He said he and his
wife purchased this property in Sunlit Hills because there are no restrictions on antennas.

Member Anaya move to approve the MIS 13-5180 with conditions. Member
Martin seconded.

Member DeAnda said she would support the motion because it appears the
homeowner association covenants do not address antenna.

The motion passed by unanimous [7-0] voice vote.

County Development Review Committee: July 18, 2013
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Daniel “Danny"” Mayfield
Commissioner, District 1

Miguel M. Chavez
Commissioner, District 2

Robert A. Anaya

Kathy Hollan
Commissioner, Dislrict 4

Llz Stefanlcs
Commissioner, Dislrict 5

Katherine Miller

Commissioner, District 3 County Manager
DATE: August 15,2013
TO: County Development Review Committee
FROM: John Lovato Development Review Specialist Senior
VIA: Penny Ellis-Green, Land Use AdministratorW (i}
Vicki Lucero, Building and Development Service Managcr\/-vZ

Wayne Dalton, Building and Development Services Supervisor (\37)

FILE REF.: CDRC CASE # V 13-5190 Minnie Walsh Variance

ISSUE:

Minnie Walsh, Applicant, requests a variance of Article 111, Section 10 (Lot Size Requirements)
and a variance of Article 111, Section 2.4.1a.2.b (Access) of The Land Development Code and a
variance of Article 4, Section 4.2 of Ordinance No. 2008-10 (Flood Damage and Stormwater
Management) to allow a Family Transfer Land Division of 1.195 acres into two lots.

The Property is located at 58 Arroyo Jaconita, within the Traditional Community of Jacona,
within Section 11, Township 19 North, Range 8 East, (Commission District 1).

Vicinity Map:

Site Location

Mk 2 resbmd oy dec A1S  Copprghl () ISELIIN KR M1

102 Grant Avenue - P.O. Box 276 - Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-0276 - 505-986-6200 - FAX: 505-
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REQUEST SUMMARY:

The Applicant requests a variance to allow a Family Transfer Land Division of 1.195 acres into
two lots. The property is accessed by Arroyo Jaconita Road (Private Road) and Loma Encantada
(Private Road). Arroyo Jaconita is a dirt/sand driving surface and is located in and crosses a
FEMA designated Special Flood Hazard Area. The portion of Arroyo Jaconita Road that services
the property is approximately 750 feet in length and 15 feet in width. Loma Encantada is a dirt
driving surface that ends and enters the Jacona Land Grant. A portion of Loma Encantada
crosses a FEMA designated Special Flood Hazard Area and is approximately 1/4 mile in length
and 15 feet in width. Both Arroyo Jaconita, and Loma Encantada do not have an all-weather
driving surfaces and may be frequently impassible during and after inclement weather, and
thereby are not all weather accessible. Therefore, the Applicant is requesting a variance.

Currently, there is a manufactured home, a single wide mobile home, and two accessory
structures (Sheds) on the property. The property is served by two onsite wells, a conventional
septic system, and a split flow septic system. Article Ill, Section 10 of the Land Code states that
the minimum lot size in this area is 0.75 acres. In order to divide the subject property into two
lots, the property would have to be at least 1.50 acres. The Applicant is requesting a variance to
this requirement.

In 2006, the BCC granted a two year temporary approval to allow the placement of a second
dwelling unit on the property. The Applicant never followed up with conditions of approval. The
Applicant was to apply for temporary approval every two years to be approved by the CDRC and
report water meter readings to the Land Use Administrator by January 31% of each year.

The Applicant states the reason for this is due to the loss of her husband, and it has taken a few
years for the family to focus and take the necessary steps toward making a home for her
daughter’s family permanent. The Applicant would like to provide her daughter and her family
with an affordable place to live and provide clear title to the land so that they may build a
permanent residence. Furthermore, she would like to maintain family ties to the land where her
daughter grew up.

Article 111, § 2.4.1a.2.b (Access) of the Land Development Code states: “All development sites
under this Section shall demonstrate that access for ingress and egress, utility service and fire
protection whether by public access and utility easement or direct access to a public right-of-way
can be provided and meet the requirements of this Code™

Article V, § 8.1.3 states “Legal access shall be provided to each lot and each lot must directly
access a road constructed to meet the requirements of Section 8.2 of the Code. Parcels to be
accessed via a driveway easement shall have a twenty (20) foot all weather driving surface, grade
of not more than 11%, and drainage control as necessary to insure adequate access for
emergency vehicles”

NEBR - 2



Article 4, § 4.2 of Ordinance No. 2008-10 (Flood Damage and Stormwater Management) states:
“At no time shall a permit be issued for a new dwelling unit, site, lot, parcel or tract of land
intended for placement of a habitable structure where the site is absent all weather access”

Article II, § 3 (Variances) states: “Where in the case of proposed development, it can be shown
that strict compliance with the requirements of the code would result in extraordinary hardship to
the applicant because of unusual topography or other such non-self-inflicted condition or that
these conditions would result in inhibiting the achievement of the purposes of the Code, the
applicant may submit a written request for a variance.” This Section goes on to state “In no event
shall a variance, modification or waiver be recommended by a Development Review Committee,
nor granted by the Board if by doing so the purpose of the Code would be nullified”.The
variance criterion does not consider financial or medical reasons extraordinary hardships.

This Application was submitted on June 6, 2013.

Growth Management staff have reviewed this Application for compliance with pertinent
Code requirements and finds the project is not in compliance with County criteria for this
type of request,

APPROVAL SOUGHT: A variance of Article 111, § 10 (Lot Size Requirements) of the Land
Development Code to allow a Family Transfer Land Division of
1.195 acres into two lots, a variance Article III, § 2.4.1a.2.b
(Access) of the Land Development Code, and a variance of Article
4, § 4.2 of Ordinance No, 2008-10 (Flood Damage and Stormwater
Management)

GROWTH MANAGEMENT AREA: E! Norte, SDA-2
HYDROLOGIC ZONE: Traditional Community of Jacona, minimum lot size per

Code is 0.75 acres per dwelling unit. Proposal does not meet
minimum lot size criterion.

ACCESS: Arroyo Jaconita and County Road 84C

FIRE PROTECTION: Pojoaque Fire District.

WATER SUPPLY: Domestic Well

LIQUID WASTE: Conventional Septic/System Split Flow System

VARIANCES: Yes

AGENCY REVIEW: Agency Recommendation
County Fire Denial

Floodplain Administrator.  Denial



STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Denial of a variance of Article IIl, Section 10 (Lot Size
Requirements), a variance of Article III, Section 2.4.1a.2.b
(Access), and a variance of Article 4, Section 4.2 of
Ordinance No. 2008-10 (Flood Damage and Stormwater
Management) that would allow a Family Transfer Land
Division

If the decision of the CDRC is to recommend approval of
the Applicant’s request, staff recommends imposition of the
following conditions:

I. Water use shall be restricted to .50 acre foot per year
per lot. A water meter shall be installed for each lot.
Annual water meter readings shall be submitted to the
Land Use Administrator by January I* of each year.
Water restrictions shall be recorded in the County
Clerk’s Office (Article II1, § 10.2.2 and Ordinance
2002-13).

2. A Plat of Survey meeting all County Code requirements
shall be submitted to the Building and Development
Services Department for review and approval (Article
III, § 2.4.2).

3. The Applicant must comply with all conditions of
approval within 90 days and prior to plat approval.

4. The Applicant shall comply with all Fire Prevention
Division requirements at time of Plat review (1997 Fire
Codec and 1997 Life Safety Code).

5. The Placement of more than one dwelling unit per lot
and further division of the land is prohibited on the
property (Article III, § 10).

6. The Applicant shall divide the property into two equal
parcels.

7. A note must be placed on the Plat regarding the lack of
all-weather access to the subject lots. This note shall
include language as follows: The access to this property
does not meet minimum standards set forth by County
Ordinance and Code. Site Access, including access by
Emergency vehicles, may not be possible at all times
(Ordinance 2008-10).

EXHIBITS:

Letter of Intent

Letters of Opposition

Article IT1, § 10 Lot Size Requirements

Article III, § 2.4.1a.2.b (Access)

Article V, § 8.1.3 (Legal Access)

Article 4, § 4.2 of Ordinance No. 2008-10 (Flood Damage and Stormwater Management)

S S S
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7. Article II, § 3 (Variances)

8. Site Photographs

9. Aerial of Site and Surrounding Area
10. Review Agency Comment Letters
11. September 12, 2006 BCC Minutes
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Letter of Intent requesting a family property transfer and division

I, Minnie Waish would like to subdivide and transfer part of my 1.195 acres of
land. We are requesting a subdivision and transfer of approximately 0.30 acres located at
58 Arroyo Jaconita to my daughter Michelle Walsh Sanchez-Adams and my son-in-law
Michael Adams.

I would like to transfer the land for the following reasons;

1) Help my daughter and her family establish a permanent dwelling. They need
clear title to the land to build a house on the property.

2) Help my daughter’s family maintain their ties to the community through their
church ministry and other connections (work in Pojoaque, school, etc.)

3) Maintain our family ties to the land my daughter grew up on and be physically
close to me.

In 2006, we were granted a permit to place a second home for my daughter’s
family on the site. We had intended to do the transfer in 2008, but my husband John
passed away in June of that year. It has taken a few years for our family to focus on
taking the steps towards making a home for my daughter’s family permanent.

My daughter and her family have complied with the state requirements for their
advanced septic system and well. They also have approved electrical and propane
connections.

The property division will allow them to place a home on a permanent foundation.

Our family appreciates you time and consideration in this matter.

Thank you,

Signed, Minnie Walsh

EXHIBIT

I_1
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Kristoffer and Misha Peterson
19 Loma Encantada
Santa Fe, NM 87506

July 2, 2013

Santa Fe Land Use Commissioners

RE: CDRC Case #V 13-5190
58 Arroyo Jaconita Family Transfer

We have examined the documentation for the above Case. We wish to object strongly to the proposed
parcel split at 58 Arroyo Jaconita. it was our understanding that the current mobile home was a
temporary living situation. We have to wonder, how long is temporary? (CDRC Case # APP 06-5250}
Upon placement of the mobile home and for many years after there has been no attempt to maintain
the structure or surrounding property. Therefore, resulting in an eye sore for the neighborhood and
ultimately affecting the quality of the surrounding properties. Our property and home are located
directly adjacent to the above parcel and we have to question both erosion hazards and septic issues
that might affect surrounding typography and wells. When we purchased our property we made an
investment in rural country living. By definition rural living constitutes low population. In closing we
believe that the parcel split and current state of the property are a detriment to the area; we are against
the parcel split at 58 Arroyo Jaconita.

Sincerely,

EXHIBIT

2.

NER- -



Santa Fe County Land Use Commissioners June 28“", 2013
RE: CDRC Case # V 13- 5190

58 Arroyo Jaconita Family Transfer

We are against the split of that parcel for the following reasons:

1. it was understood that current use was to be "TEMPORARY" and therefore we had no objection to
the second mobile home being placed, given how nice Minnie's home has been kept. However, no
attempt has been made to improve the appearance of the second mobile home or its surrounding area,
and it has become an eye sore and a detriment to the neighboring properties. The second mobile home
has been there roughly seven years, how long is temporary? (See CDRC Case # APP 06-5250 enclosed)

2. We also question the legitimacy of the current septic system and worry about the impact of the
increased sewage an neighboring welis. 1t may not even be possible to have a well and septic on such a
small lot given the fact that an arroyo takes up a considerable portion of the lot.

3. There is no permanent all weather access to this site or others in the area or any scheduled or regular
maintenance to these easement accesses. Increasing density would be a burden to First Responders.
Why create a new parcel that does not adhere to current County Policies regarding access?

4. Aliowing this split wouid be a precedent for others to seek property splits into substandard size
parcels, adversely affecting the rura! setting of the area, which has been in the Pojoaque Valley's long
term plan to preserve,

in conclusion, our current County Land Use Ordinances deal quite clearly with these issues, and we see
this case as a poor candidate for a variance. Therefore, we are against the approval of splitting the
1.195 acre parcei into two .597 acre parcels.

We would like to be informed about the outcome of this case. Thank You.

Scott Peterson

Ny =

Eva Peterson

Con Fote—

25 Loma Encantada

Santa Fe, NM 87506
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SOMMER KARNES & ASSOCIATES LLP

Mailing Address Karl H. Sommer, Attorney at Law
Post Office Box 2476 khs@sommer-assoc.com
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-2476 Joseph M. Kames, Attomney at Law

jmk@sommer-assoc.com
Street Address
200 West Marcy Street, Suvite 133

Mychal L. Delgado, Centified Parnl
Santa Fe, New Mexico 8750t ¥e gado, Certific egal

mld @ sommer-assoc.com

Telephane: (505) 989.3800
Facsimile: (505) 982.1745 LR S LA S

Of Counsel
July 31.2013 Eicensed in NMew Mexico and California
H jth@sommec-assoc.com

Office of the State Engineer
Co/ Steve Mastevich

PO Box 21502

Santa Fe, NM 87504

Re: Report of Violation
Dear Mr. Mastevich:

I am writing to advise you of a violation of State law involving two Section 72-12 wells being
permitted and constructed on one lot and to request that the Office of the State Engineer takes
action as necessary to ensure compliance with applicable State law.

Attached as Exhibit A is a copy of the plat for certain property consisting of 1.19 acres owned by
Minnie Walsh located in Jaconcito, Santa Fe County, New Mexico (the “Property™).

Attached as Exhibit B is a copy of the OSE file for RG-38560, which was applied for by John P.
Walsh, approved and drilled on the Property in 1982.

Attached as Exhibit C is a copy of the OSE file for RG 88512, which was applied for by Mike
Adams, approved and drilled on the Property in 2006.

It is apparent that Mike Adams (who is not the property owner) failed to disclose to the OSE the
existence of a well on the property when he submitted his application for RG 88512.

The second well is particularly relevant given the pending application before Santa Fe County for
a Family Transfer which, if approved, would divide Property into two lots, with a well and a
dwelling unit on each lot. (Exhibit D) The County application identifies only RG 88512 and fails
to identify the well serving the existing dwelling unit in the southerly portion of the Property.

The Santa Fe County Development Review Committee is scheduled to consider the Walsh

application on August 15, 2013. We would appreciate your response to this letter and an
indication of the actions that you will be taking in advance of that meeting.

NBR-1



Sommer, Karmes & Associates, LLP

OSE
July 31,2013

Thank you foryour consideration of this request.

NBA-GA.



1306023

TYPE OF USE NUMBER OF PARKING SPACES
Retail Centers 1 per 1 emplovee plus per 200 sq. fi.
Restaurants, Bars 1 per 1 emplovee plus per 150 sq. fi.
Gas Stations 1 per 1 employee plus | per 300 sq. fi. of
garage space.
Industrial I per cmployee plus 1 per 500 sq. fi.
Sinall Scale Centers. Home Occupations 1 per 1 employee plus 1 per 400 sq. fi. of

commercial space.

Large Scale Residential. Institutional, 2 per dwelling unit
Residential Resorts

Clwrches. auditoriums, theaters, arcnas, 1 for each 4 seats

spaces used for public assembly

Uscs not listed As determined by the County

9.2 Multiple use projects shall calculate cumulative parking needs for each type of use in the project
to be developed.

9.3 Minimum size of parking space shatl be 300 square feet which includes the parking stalls and
aisles

9.4 Commercial. industrial. other non-residential and large scale vesidential uses shall provide for
handicap parking,

History. 1980 Comp. 1980-6. Section 9. Parking Requircments was amended by County
Ordinance 1990-11 adding requirements for auditorium uses. multiple uses and handicap access.

SECTION 10 - LOT SIZE REQUIREMENTS

16,1 Relationship of Lot Sizes to Water Policics

The General Plan sets forth the policy that future population growth in the County should be
supporied by adequatc long term water availability and concentrate population growth in Urban
and Metropolitan Arcas and Traditional Communitics. Development within these arcas will
generally be served by one or more regional water systems, of community water systems.
Development outside of the Urban. Metropolitan Areas and Traditional Communities using
domestic wclls (Section 72-12-1 wells) should consider estimated long term water availability and
protect water resources for existing County residents having domestic wells. Development may
also be permitted if the applicant for a development permit demonstrates that he/she has water
rights. excluding rights permitted under 72-12-1 NMSA 1978 or 75-i1.1 NMSA 1953,
recognized and permitted by the Director of Water Resources Department of Natural Resources
Division of the Statc of New Mexico which are approved for transfer by the Director of Natural
Resources Division to the site of the Development, and the permitted water rights are sufficient to
support the proposed develgomen

EXHIBIT
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10.1.1 Water Policics Govemning Lot Sizes Where the Development will Utilize Permitied

10.1.2

Waler Rights

Applicants seeking a development permit may base their application on water rights
authorized and permitted by the Director of Waier Rights Division of the Natural
Resources Department of the State of new Mexico, (with the exception of water rights
permitted under Section 75-11-1 NM3A 1953 or 75-12-1 NMSA 1978). The applicant
shall provide evidence that he/she owns or has an option to purchase the permitted water
rights in an amount adequate to meet the needs of the development as shown by Article
VIL Section 6.6.2. Water Budgets and Conservation Covenans. Any development
permit approved and issued by the County shall be expressly conditioned upon the
applicant obtaining final non appealable order or final non appealable approval from the
Director of Water Rights Division of the Natural Resources Department of the State of
New Mexico authorizing the change in use and change in point of diversion 1o meet the
needs of the proposed development. The minimum lot size permitted by this Section
shall be 2.5 acres, unless the proposed development is within an Urban, or Metropolitan
Area or a Traditional Community, in which case further adjustments of the lot size shall
be permitied as provided by Sections 10.4, 10.5.2 and 10.5.3.

Water Policies Governing Lot_Sizes Where Developments Will Not Utilize Permitted
Walcr Rights

BASIN ZONE: Minimum lot size shall be calculated based upon ground walcr slorage
only. Water that is in storage beneath the lot in the Basin Zone may be depleted over a
100-year lifetime. The lot must be large enough to have ground water in storage beneath
the lot for a 100 vear supply of water without consideration of recharge of the ground

water.
BASIN FRINGE ZONE: Same as Basin Zone.

HOMESTEAD ZONE: Minimum lot size shall be calculated based either upon ground
water storage or recharge of ground water, but not both. Water that is in siorage beneath
the lot in the Homestead Zone may be depleted over a 100 year lifetime. The fot musl be
large cnough to have ground water in slorage bencath the lot for a 100 year supply of
water. Calculation of recharge in any specific case shall be done in a manncr approved
by the County Hydrologist. Recharge should be sufficient to supply water over a 100
vear lifetime. However, applicants should be aware that studies done in the development
of the General Plan indicated that in most areas of the Homestead Zone miniinum lot
sizes based on storage in this zone would be larger than those based on recharge

MOUNTAIN ZONE: Same as Homestead Zone.

METROPOLITAN AREAS-BASIN AND BASIN FRINGE: For Basin and Basin Fringe
zones within a Metropolitan Area as shown on Code Maps 12. 14 and 15, it is
anticipated that regional water systems will eventually be developed. Therefore. water
that is in storage beneath.a lot within a Metropolitan Area may be depleted over a 40
year lifetime. The fol must be large enough to have ground water in storage bencath
the tot for a 40 year supply of water without consideration of recharge of the ground

water.

METROPOLITAN AREAS-HOMESTEAD AND MOUNTAIN ZONE: For Homestead
and Mountain Zones within a Metropolitan Area. the minimum lol size shall be
calculated based either upon ground water  storage or recharge of ground water. bul not
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both, Water that is in storage beneath the lot in the Homestead Zone may be depleted
over a 40 vear lifetime. The lot must be large enough to have a ground waler in siorage
beneath the lot for a 40 year supply of water. Calculation of recharge in any specific
case shall be done in a manner approved by the County Hydrologist. Recharge should be
sufficient to supply water over a 40 year lifetime. However, applicants should be aware
that studies done in the development of the General Plan indicated that in most areas of
the Bomestead and Mountain Zones, minimum lot sizes based on storage in these
zones would be larger than those based on recharge.

10.2 Caleulation of Minimum Lot Size

Calculation of tlic minimum lot size under Section 10.1.2 shall be determined by the formula;

Acre Feet
Use (Ycar) x acres

Minimum Lot Size {Acres)=Waler Available in acre feet per acre/year

MLS= U x acres
A
Where:
MLS is the minimum lot size in acres; it is the size of a lot needed 1o supply anticipated water
needs.

U is the anticipated water needs for the lot; it is the use of waler which will occur from the
intended development of the lot, measured in acre-feet per year. The standard valucs lisied for A
were denved using the procedures set forth in the water appendix of the Code. The standard
value for U is set forth in Section 10.2.2. A is the amount of water available in the acquifers
which are beneath the lot. measured in acre-feet per acre per year vsing recharge or storage as
described in 10.1.2,

10.2.1 Standard Values for A and Adjustments. The standard vaiues for A shall be as foliows:

BASIN ZONE.: 0.1 acre-feel per acre per vear
BASIN FRINGE ZONE: .02 acre-feet per acre per year
MOUNTAIN ZONE: 0125 acre-feet per acre per year
HOMESTEAD ZONE: 00625 acre-fect per acre per year

The minimum lot sizes which result from the use of these standard values are as follows:

BASIN ZONE: 10 acres
BASIN FRINGE ZONE: 30 acres
MOUNTAIN ZONE: 80 acres
HOMESTEAD ZONE: 160 acres

The standard values of A may be adjusted if the applicant submits a hydrology report,
either a detailed reponi (see Section 6.4 of Article VII), or a reconnaissance report (see
Section 6.7 of Anicle VII). Values of A determined in such reports shall be reviewed by
the County Hydrologist, who shall recommend to the Code Administrator whether or not
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the value is reasonable, and if not, shall recommend a value-appropriate for the use in
determining minimum lot size.

The aciual value of A used shali be based on the information submitted by the applicant.
by the County Hydrologist or by others submitting information. If water conservation
measures are used, as provided in Section 10.2.4b, and an actual value of A is
determined. in most cases minimum lot sizes will be reduced below those listed in’
Section 10.2.1. However, applicants are advised that because of varying geologic
conditions in Santa Fe County there is no assurance that a hydrology repon will
determine that the water supply in an area is more abundant than indicated by the
standard value of A. In cases where the actual study shows a value of A which is less
than the standard value (that is, there is less water available than assumed by the
standard value), minimum lot size requirements may be increased bevond those

indicated in this Section,

10.2.2 Calculation of Use

U shall have a standard value of 1.0 acre feet per year per dwelling unit for residential
use. For all other uses U shall be equal to the actual anticipated consumptive use for the
development. The standard value for residential use may be adjusted if an applicant
proposes to utilizc water conservation measures. There shall be no adjustments for
conservation in Urban, Traditional Community and Agricultural Valley Areas.

The Code Administrator shall maintain an application formm upon which are listed
potential water conservation measures. This form shall indicate the effeci of each
conservation measure of the value of U. As a minimum, the measures shall include:
restrictions on use of water for irrigation purposes (including watering of lawns. gardens
and shrubbery); restrictions on use of water for swimming pools: restrictions on the
number of bathrooms per dwelling unit; restrictions on garbage disposal units. devices
which reduce the utilization of water by appliances. kitchen fixtures, and bathroom
fixtures: and pressurc-reduction devices on in-cotning water lines.

Any applicant who uscs the application forin as a basis for proposing conservation
measures shali be allowed to reduce U in accordance with the cffectiveness of the
measures proposed. The maximum reduction in U which shall be considered achjevable
using this approach shall be a reduction of U 1o no less than 0.25 acre feet per vear per
dwelling unit. An applicant who proposes water conservation measures sufficient to
reduce U to less than 0.25 acre feet per year per dwelling unit shall be required to
prepare a water conservation report: See Section 6.6 of Article VII.

The actual value of U, and the minimum lot sizes which result, wili depend on the
consenvation measures proposed by ihe applicant. In general. applicants who
substantially restrict the use of irrigation (iawn and garden) water will be assumed to
have a U of 0.5 acre feet per vear per dwelling unit. while those who further restrict
other tvpes of water use will be assumed to require even less water. For reference
purposes. the following lot sizes would be allowed if U is equal to 0.5 acre feet per vear

per dwelling unit.

BASIN ZONE: 5 acres
BASIN FRINGE ZONE: 25 acres
MOUNTAIN ZONE: 40 acres
HOMESTEAD ZONE: 80 acres
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For reference purposes, the following lot sizes would be allowed if U is equal to 0.25
acre feet per vear per dwelling unit.

BASIN ZONE: 2.5 acres
BASIN FRINGE ZONE: 12.5 acres
MOUNTAIN ZONE: 20 acres
HOMESTEAD ZONE:~ 40 acres

10.2.3  Special Standards for Calculation of Use for Small Scale Commercial Development

Special standards which set forth specific limitations on uss for small scale commercial
developments are sct forth in this subsection. Applicants who propose small scale
commercial development are required to prepare a writlen estimate of water use. The
value of U shall be determined by that estimate unless otherwise determined by the Code
Administrator. The Code Administrator shall have on file, a list of standard waler
consumption requirements for commercial activities. The applicant may use these
figures in licu of the writlen estimate of water usc. Applicants may use standardized
values for A as set forth in Section 10.2.2. or they may submit a ltydrology report which
contains an actual estimate of A for the land which is to be developed.

10.2.4 Special Standards for Calculation of Water Availabilitv for Metropolitan Areas
Special siandards which set forth limitations on water availability for metropolitan arcas

shown in Code Map 12, 14, and 15 are set forth in this Sub-section.

a. Standard Values of Water Availability
Because the policy for water management in Metropolitan areas allows for depletion

of storage over a 40 vear period, standard values for A are as follows:

BASIN ZONE: .25 acre fect per acre per year

BASIN FRINGE ZONE: .05 acre feet per acre per year

MOUNTAIN ZONE: .0125 acre feet per acre per year

The minimum lot sizes which result from the use of these standard values are as
follows:

METRQ BASIN ZONE: 4 acres

METROQ BASIN FRINGE ZONE: 20 acres

METRO MOUNTAIN ZONE: B0 acres

b.  Adjustmenis for Water Conservalion
For the division of land into four (4) or less lots, the minimum lot size may be

adjusted using the procedures set forth in Section 10.2.2. For reference purposes.————
the minimum lot sizes which result if U = 0.25 acre fect per year per dwelling unit
or commercial use are:

BASIN ZONE: 2.5 acres
BASIN FRINGE ZONE: 5 acres
MOUNTAIN ZONE: 20 acres

10.3 Exceptions to Minimum Lot Size Requirements

The minimum lot sizes calculated under Secticns 10.1 and 10.2 shall not apply to the areas
described in this Section and the minimum lot size contained in this Section shall control.
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10.3.1 Mctropolitan Area - Community Water Svsiems .
Where a community water sysiem provides water service to a development within the

Metropolitan Areas, as shown on Code Maps 12, 14 and 15, the minimum Tot sizes shall

be:

BASIN ZONE: 1 acre
BASIN FRINGE ZONE: 2.5 acres
MOUNTAIN ZONE: 5 acres

10.3.2  Apricultural Areas
In the Estancia Valley Agricultural Arca, minimum lot sizes shall be 50 acres for the

Basin Fringe Zone and 10 acres for the Basin Zone, Adjustments for water conservation
and waicr availability will not be allowed. in the Northern Vailey Agricultural Area. the
minimum lot size for lands with permitted water rights shall be five (5) acres.
Adjustments to lot sizes in these areas are conditioned on the finding in each case by the
County Development Review Commmittee that it is in the best interest of the County to
convert water rights from agricultural 1o commercial or residential use.

10.3.3 Traditional Communities
The minimum lot size in traditional communities as shown on Code Maps 40-57. shall
be .75 acres. except as follows:
14.000 sq. fi. - Where community water service and community scwer service systems
are utilized, or a Local Land Use and Utility Plan is adopted.

10.3.4 Urban Arcas
The minimum lot size in Urban Areas shall be 2.5 acres, except as follows:
1 acre - Where community water or community liquid waste disposal systems are
utilized.
.50 acre - Where community water and community sewer systems arc utilized

10.4 Densitv Transfer

The minimum lot sizes specified in this Section 10 shall be taken as gross figures for the
purposes of determining the total number of dwellings allowed in a particular development.
The arrangement of dwellings in clusters or in such locations as to take advamtage of
topography. soil conditions, avoidance of flood hazards, access and reduced cost of
development. shall not violate the lot size requirements of the Code so long as the total number
of acres per lot conforms with the requirements of the Code.

SEC AJ! - IMPORTING OF WATER

Devclopments which import waffom the surface Rio Grande or other locations outside
Santa Fe County to any location in San{®*FRaCounty designated in the Development Code as
other than urban or metropolitan locations are pesgitted to locate anywhere in the County
provided they mneet all requirements of the Code. except thayiq lieu of the density requirements
as specified in Article 111, Section 10, the proposed developm®nigshall meet the following
criteria,
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submitial list and explanation with thz develgpmenl p2rmit application
form

2. Reviews
(a) Lot Size Reauirement Review
The Code Adminisiratar shell review the application for compliance
with the lot size requirements of the Code

Ty (b)) Access

(i) Al development sites created under this Section shall demonstrale
thal access for ingress and cgress, utility service, and fire proteclion
whether by public zccess and utility casement or direcl accessioa
public right-of-way can bz provided and meet the requiremenis of
this Codz

(11) Installation of culverts, where applicable, shall he required at
intersections of driveways with County roads.

{iii) Road Construction and/or Read Cut Permits st be obtained prior
to road or driveways construction, The applicant must provide
submitlals for new constriction pursuant 1o this Seetion 2.4.1 and
incet standards as applicable and as required in Article V. Section &,
Subdivision Design Standards, and Atlicle V11, Section 3, Terraim
Management. Notification of ali affccled property owmners and
posting of notice will bz required for roads and driveways accessing
more than one property.

() Speccial District Review
The Code Administrator shall cheel: the location of the proposed
dweliing, and if (he lozation of 1he propassd dwelling is within a Special
Review District as described in Arnticle VI, the Code Adininistrator shall
infarm the applicant of any additional subiuittals of reviews 1equited. if
anv. and make the applicable review.

(d) Environmenial Review
The Code Administrator shall inform the applicant of any additional
submittals and make the reviews required under Article V11 -
Environmental Requirements.

() Siling Review
The Code Administrator shall review the application for compliance
with the site planning slandards. Additional submittals in connection
with the siting may be required; sile visits to assure compliance W 1h the
standards of Section 2.3 of this Article and approval of the Code
Administrator will also be required.

(N Buildine, Mechanical and Elecirical Code Peview
The Code Administrator shall cause the submitted pians and
specificalions to be reviewed for compliance with Arlicle 1V -
Construction Codes of the Code and for engineering design

EXHIBIT
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$ 1.2 The Sania Fe Couaty Master Plan For Roads .

2 Porsuant fo 3-19-9 NM.S.A., 1978, the Santa Te Counly Masier Plan for Roads
establishes the gencral location of exisiing and proposed highway and artcrial roads
for the purpose of assuring a coordinated system of roads in Santa Fe County.

b The Santz Fe County Master Plan for Rozds may be amended by resolution from time
{0 lime {0 accommodaic changing or changed condilions

4- 813 legal access shali be provided to each lo and each lot musi direcily access a road
construcied to meei the requirements of Section 8.2 of this Article. Parcels to be accessed
via a driveway caszinent shall have a tuenty (20) foot all wealher driving surface, grade of
not more than 11%, and drainage contral 25 necessary lo insure adequale access for
emergency vehicles.

& 1.4 Decad end roads may not serve more than thirty (30) dwelling units, except that the Code
Administrator with the consurrence of (he Fire Marshal may approve the developmznt of
more than thirly (30) lots on a dead end raad. The Code Administralor may reguire 2
cocond access for any development with fewer than thirty (30) dwelling units where issues
of public health, safety and welfarc oyists.

1.5 Caoardination of Roads With Surrounding Property

. The arrangcment of soads in a development shall provide for the continuation o
appropriate  projection  of existing or proposed highway or arterial roafds in
surrounding arcas according fo the danta Fe County Master Plan for Roads, and shall
provide ressonable means of ingress and egress to surrounding property.

L. Where land is subdivided into large tracls or where therc is & potential for further
subdivision or development of subssquent phases -exists, the proposed deyvelopnent
shall bz designed to provids for a coorcinated road system for the entire tract

¢ Wheie it is in the public interest to cstablish & right-of-way or access to [noperty
which adjoins a proposcd develapment, {he right-of-way shall be extended to the
boundary of the propsrty which is the cubject of a devclopinent application.  The
right-of-way shall either be dedicated 1o the County or granted to the Owner's
Association, subject to a canditional dedication governed by Article V, Scction £.1.9
Such riglt-of-way shall be designated on ths master or phase developmicat plan and
on the plat as a public access

£ 16 Access to highwavs and arderials: buffering requircinznts

4 Where a proposcd subdivision contains lols abutting or adjacent to an arterial or
highway, it shall be planned so as (0 avoid having lols having frontage on said
thoroughfares.

b The subdivision shall be laid oul to have a minimum number of intersections with
arterals or highways. and where appropriate. shall provide at 1east tivo scparate points
of ingress and egress 1o assure adequale access, and shall be designed for all weathe
conditions  Driveways from lots shall access local roads and may access collectar
roads on 2 limited basis 2s approved by the County Development Review Committee.

¢ Where the subdivision is traversed by of is adjacent 10 3 staie or federal highway. and
in addition to thése regulations, the subdivision must satisfy the New Mexico State
Highway Department Regulations Covering Design and Construction of Driveways on
Non-Controlled Access Highways in New Mexico, a copy of which is on file in the
office of the Code Administratar for public inspection.

d  Where a subdivision borders on or conlains a ratlroad right-of-way or a limited access
highway right-of-way, a parallel road or fronlage road may be required al a distance
suitable for the appropriate use of the intervening land. Such distances shall also be

ARTICLE V - SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS



ARTICGLE 4
FLOODNPLAIN DEVELOPMENT PERMIT PROCEDURAL

REQUIREMENTS
SE GO AR ASIREQ URINGIAGIOODBIVAN

BEVEKORMENTERERNILY

A. For development within a designated SEHA, including lands which are t}a\}erséd 'by, bisectet by,

or directly adjacent to the SFHA designated on the effective FIRM as described in Arlicte 2,
§2.2C, Atticle 3, §2.2 and Article 3, §3.10, a Floodplain Davelopment Permit issued by lhe
Fioodptain Administrator in conformity with the provisions of the Ordinance shall he secured

pursuanl to Article 3, §3.3(8) prior o commencement of canstruction.

RERIONZERMNONIELGEENEN PEYENC RV ENHORICONSTRUCHON

Al no time shall a Floadplain Developiment Permit be issued for a new dwelling unit site, lot, parcel or

{ract of land intended for placement of a habilable structure including single family homes, residential
subdivisions, modular home sites and modular home subtlivisions where the site is:
i. An alternative buildable area located outside the limits of the SFHA is available;
ii. Unable to be remaved from the SFHA through the formal FEMA ma) revision
process described in'Article’4;§ 4.4,

& T i Absent all weather access.

RGOV FROCEDURESIECRISUEDIYSIONIBROBOSATS

All subdivision proposals which include area traversed by, bisected by, or directly adjacent to SFHA,

including manufactured home parks and manufactured home subdivisions shall be required to
secure a Floodplain Development Permit per Article 4,844, and:
A. SFHA may be used in computation of density;

B. SFHA may be utilized to meet apen space criteria;

C. Primary and secondary subdivision access as required by County Code must be all weather

access;

D. For phased subdivisions, an overall Master Drainage Analysis shall be provided which
demonstrates that floodptain management policies and stormwater managament criteria will be
compliant with this Ordinance and function independently in each phase, or consiruction of the

entire conveyance system will be required in the first phase of construction.

EXHIBIT
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25
ction with the review of an application for a development permit with respect to matiers
in the New Mexico Statutes concerning zoning. the procedures concerning zoning
rth in the New Mexico Statutes, as amended from time (o time, shall apply in
addition to th™geview procedures provided in the Code. The time limits established in this
Article 11 may be ®™gended if required. in order 10 comply with the procedures concerning zoning
matters.

2.6 Subdivisions
In connection with review of a
described in the New Mexico Su
procedures for review provided for in A
shall appiy in addition to the review procedu
limits established in this Aricle il shall be ext
procedures concerning subdivision matters.

plication for a development permit with respect 10 matters
igion Acl. as it may be amended from time to time. the
V of the Code and the New Mexico Subdivision Act
rovided in this Article I of the Code. The time
ed if required in order to comply with the

2.7 Qther Requirements
The time limits set forth in this Article II shall be extended in to comply with other

provisions of the Code providing for time limits in connection with reMews and requirements
under the Code.

SECTION 3 - VARIANCES

3.1 Proposed Development
Where in the case of proposed development. it can be shown that strict compliance with the

requirements of the Code would result in extraordinary hardship to the applicant because of
unusual topography or other such non-seif-inflicted conditions or that these conditions would
result in inhibiting the achievement of the purposes of the Code, an applicant may file a written
request for a variance. A Development Review Committee may recommend to the Board and the
Board may vary, modify or waive the requirements of the Code and upon adequate proof that
compliance with Code provision at issue will result in an arbitrary and unreasonable taking or
property or exact hardship. and proof that a variance from the Code will not result in conditions
injurious to health or safery. In arriving at its determination, the Development Review
Committee and the Board shall carefully consider the opinions of any agency requesied to review
and comment on the variance request. in no event shall a vanance. modification or waiver be
recommended by a Development Review Committee. nor granted by the Board if by doing so the
purpoese of the Code would be nullified.

3.2 Variation or Modification
In no case shall any vanation or medification be morc than a minimum easing of the
requirements.

3.3 Granting Variances and Modifications
In granting variances. and modifications. the Board may require such conditions as will, in its

judgment. secure substantially the objectives of the requirements so varied or modified

3.4 Height Varance in Airport Zones

All height vanance requesis for land located with approach, Transitional. Horizontal and Conical
surfaces as described within Map #31 A. incorporated hercin by reference, shall be reviewed for
compliance with Federal Aviation Administration Regulations. The application for variance
shall be accompanied by a determination from the Federal Aviation Administration as to the
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Danicl “Danny Mayfield

Conunissioner, District 1

Miguel Chavez

Conunissioner, District 2

Robert A. Anaya

Connmnissioner, District 3

Kathy Holian
Conmmissioner, District 4
Liz Stcfanics
Cowmmissioner, District §

Katherine Miller

County Manager

Santa Fe County Fire Department
Fire Prevention Division

Official Submittal Review

Date

Project Name
Project Location
Description

Applicant Name
Applicant Address

7/18M13
Walsh, Minnie

58 Arroyo Jaconita

Variance — Family Transfer

Minnie Walsh

58 Arroyo Jaconita

Santa Fe, NM 875_0}_5

Case Manager J. Lovato
County Case # 13-5190
" Fire District Pojoaque

Hydrant Acceptance []
Lot Split X]

Applicant Phone  505-670-5394
Commercial {] Residentiatl Sprinklers []
Review Type Master Plan[]  Preliminary [] Finat [} Inspection (]
Wildland [] Variance
Project Status  Approved [] Approved with Conditions [] Denial [X

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 (Note
underlined items) :

Summary of Review

e The primary access to this property via Arroyo Jaconita does not mect the requirement of an
all weather driving surface, being that il is an active arroyo and actively floods at various
times of the year. (page #2)

e Properly assigned legible rural addresses shall be posted and maintained at the entrance(s) to
each individual lot. (page #2)

* Property owner(s) shall contact the Santa Fe Regional Emergency Communication Center
and flag this address to have an emergency access through County Road 84C. (page #2)

» Both the driveway and fire access have areas that exceed the 11% slope requirement.

(page #3)

35 Camino Justicia
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* Due to the remote location of this proposed residence, the lack of water and the possibility of
this residence being made inaccessible due to the low water crossings during inclement
weather, for life safety and property protection the installation of an Automatic Fire
Suppression system meeting NFPA 13D requirements shall be required in future
development. (page #3)

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

* 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.

The primary access to this property via Arroyo Jaconita does not meet the requirement of an all
weather driving surface, being that it is an active arroyo and actively floods at various times of

the year.

There is an alternate access to this property via Santa Fe County Road 84C through the Jacona
Land Grant. If applicant can prove casement through this route, it would be designated as
emergency access only and should be specified on the plat as such. This road would require

minimum road improvements of widening to a minimum of 14’ wide and an all weather driving
surface shall be required.

A turn around meetine Santa Fe County Fire Department Access Road Reguirements shall be
required.

=  Street Signs/Rural Address

Section 901.4.4 Premises Identification (1997 UFC) Approved mumbers or addresses shall be
provided for all new and existing buildings in such a position as to be plainly visible and legible
from 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.

Properly assigned legible rural addresses shall be posted and maintained at the entrance(s) to
each individual lot or building site within 72 hours of the commencement of the development
process for each building.

Official Submittal Review
20of 4

NBP- 78



Property owner(s) shall contact the Santa Fe Regional Emergency Communication_Center and
flag this address to have an emergency access through County Road 84C. This access shall also
be marked so that it can be easily found by emersgency personnel.

* 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.

Both the driveway and fire access have areas that exceed the 11% slope requirement.

* 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
firefighting 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.

Automatic Fire Protection/Suppression

Due to the remote location of this proposed residence, the lack of water and the possibility of this
residence being made inaccessible due to the low water crossings during inclement weather, for
life safety and property protection the installation of an Automatic Fire Suppression system
meeting NFPA 13D requirements shall be required in future development. Assistance in details
and information are available through the Fire Prevention Division.

It is also recommended that the homeowner and/or property owner contact their home insurance
carrier to find out more information on minimum requirements for coverage.

Life Safety

Fire Protection requirements listed for this development have taken into consideration the hazard
factors of potential occupancies as presented in the developer’s proposed use list. Each and
every individual structure of a private occupancy designation will be reviewed and must meet
compliance with the Santa Fe County Fire Code (1997 Uniform Fire Code and applicable NFPA
standards) and the 1997 NFPA 101, Life Safety Code, which have been adopted by the State of
New Mexico and/or the County of Santa Fe.

General Requirements/Comments

= Inspections/Acceptance Tests

Official Submittal Review
3of4
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Shall comply with Atticle 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.

The developer shall call for and submit to a final inspection by this office prior to the approval of
the Certificate of Occupancy to ensure compliance to the requirements of the Santa Fe County
Fire Code (1997 UFC and applicable NFPA standards) and the 1997 NFPA 101, Life Safety
Code.

Prior to acceptance and upon completion of the permitted work, the Contractor/Owner shall call
for and submit to a final inspection by this office for confirmation of compliance with the above
requirements and applicable Codes.

»  Permits

As required

Final Status

Recommendation for Final Development Plan Denial until the above conditions have been
applicd.

Victoria DeVargas, Inspector

{ )MEZ‘Z'A,LQ y, l ng iﬂ%ﬁk ) 7/! (n /I.%
Code Enforcement Official Date

Through: David Sperling, Chicl
Buster Patty, Fire Marshal

File NorthReg/DevRev/Poj/WalshMinnie VAR doc

Cy: J. Lovato, Land Use
Applicant
District Chief
File

Official Submittal Review
40of4
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Daniel “Banny” Mayfield
Commissioner, District 1

Kathy Holian
Commissioner, District 4

Liz Stefanics
Commissioner, District §

Virgina Vigil
Commissioner, District 2

Robert A, Anaya
Commissioner, District 3

Katherine Miller
County Manager

MEMORANDUM
DATE: August 7, 2013
TO: John Lovato, Development Review Specialist Senior

FROM: Vicki Lucero, CFM, Building and Development Services Department Manager,\é
Floodplain Administrator

REF.: CDRC Case # V 13-5190 Minnie Walsh Variance

The Applicant is requesting approval to allow a family transfer land division of 1.195 acres into two
lots. The proposed lots will not be benefited by all-weather access as required by Code. This
application has been reviewed specifically for compliance to Ordinance 2008-10 (Flood Damage
Prevention and Stormwater Management Ordinance).

Article 4, Section 4.2 states: “At no time shall a Floodplain Development Permit be issued for a
new dwelling unit, site, lot, parcel or tract of land intended for placement of a habitable structure
including single family homes, residential subdivisions, etc, when ... the site is absent all weather
access. A Floodplain Development Penmit will not be issued based upon the following:

1. Arroyo Jaconita, which is the primary access used to access the subject parcel, is within a
federalty mapped Special Flood Hazard Area, Zone AE. The Zone AE designation indicates
these areas will be inundated by floodwater during the 1% recurrence interval storm event,
or 100-year storm. This area has been studied by FEMA and Base Flood Elevations have
been determined. Secondary access to the site is via Loma Encantada, which is also within a
federally mapped Special Flood Hazard Area, Zone A. The Zone A designation indicates
these areas will be inundated by floodwater during the 1% recurrence interval storm event,
or 100-year storm. This area is unstudied by FEMA and depth, velocity and duration of
inundation are not provided

2. The primary and secondary access to the site, are through dirt road low water crossings,
which do not provide dry access for emergency vehicles during storm events.

3. Section 5.11 (Basis for Approval or Denial) (E) states: “Approval or Denial of a Stormwater
Management Analysis (none provided by applicant), that approval may not be given when
certain relevant factors are present”, including “The safety of access to the property in times
of flood for ordinary and emergency vehicles”

a. The applicant has not provided a Stormwater Analysis which identifies the quantity,
depth, and velocity of the flows present in the crossings. This information would be
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needed to assess the potential danger of this crossing. Note that flow depths of as
little as 127, when velocity is considered, are enough to wash away or create
buoyancy of an average vehicle. Additional danger arises when motorists are unable
to view the driving surface and enter inundated areas. Injury or death can occur if
the driving surface has been scoured away by high velocity floodwater, and
unknowing motorists often attempt to cross these inundated areas without regard for
the surface of the road. Notably, death during flash flood events are surpassed only
by hurricane fatalities, and more deaths occur nationwide from flood related deaths
than any other natural disaster. This is a dangerous and sometimes deadly situation.
As a minimum, the applicant should be required to provide an analysis of the depth
and velocity of flooding expected at this crossing using the methodology and
techniques presented in Ordinance 2008-10, and place a culvert or other conveyance
as needed based on the report to provide dry access for emergency vehicles.

4. Ordinance 2008-10 contains specific criterion that recommending and approval bodies must
consider. These are copied below:

A

The Board of County Commissioners (Board) after reconumendation by the County Development
Review Committee (CDRC) shall hear and render judgment on a request for variance from the
requirements of this Ordinance.

The CDRC may recommend and the Board take action on an appeal of the Floodplain
Administrator s decision only when it is alleged there is an ervor in any requirement, decision, or
determination made by the Floodplain Administrator in the enforcement or administration of this
Ordinance.

Any person or persons aggrieved by the decision of the Board may appeal such decision to a
court of competent jurisdiction within thirty days of the Board's decision.

The Floodplain Administrator shall maintain a record of all actions involving an appeal and
shall veport variances to the Federal Emergency Management Agency upon request.

Variances may be issued for the reconstruction, rehabilitation or restoration of structures listed
on the National Register of Historic Places or the State Inventory of Historic Places, without
regard to the procedures set forth in the remainder of this Ordinance.

Variances may be issued for new construction and substantial improvements to be erected on a
lot of one-half acre or less in size contiguous to and surrounded by lots with existing structures
constructed below the base flood level, providing the relevant factors in Section C(2) of this
Article have been fully considered. As the lot size increases beyond the one-half acre, the
technical justification required for issuing the variance increases.

Upon consideration of the factors noted above and the intent of this Ordinance, the Board may
attach such conditions to the granting of variances as it deems necessary to further the purpose
and objectives of this Ordinance (Article 1, Section C).

Variances shall not be issued within any designated floodway if any increase in flood levels

during the base flood discharge would result.
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I Variances may be issued for the repair or rehabilitation of historic structures upon a
determination that the propased repair or rehabilitation will not preclude the structure's
continued designation as a historic structure and the variance is the minimum necessary to
preserve the historic character and design of the structure.

J. Prerequisites for granting variances:

1. Variances shall only be issued upon a determination that the variance is the minimum
necessary, considering the flood hazard, to afford relief.

2. Variances shall only be issued upon, (i) showing a good and sufficient cause; (i} a
determination that failure to grant the variance would result in exceptional hardship to the
applicant, and (iii} a determination that the granting of a variance will not result in
increased flood heights, additional threats to public safety, extraordinary public expense, the
creation of a nuisance, cause fraud on or victimization of the public, or conflict with existing
local laws or ordinances.

3. Any applicant to whom a variance is granted shall be given written notice that the structure
will be permitted to be built with the lowest floor elevation below the base flood elevation,
and that the cost of flood insurance will be commensurate with the increased risk resulting
Srom the reduced lowest floor elevation.

4. Variances may be issued by the Board for new construction and substantial improvements
and for other development necessary for the conduct of a functionally dependent use
provided that (i) the criteria outlined in Article 4, Section D(1)-(9) are met, and (i) the
structure or other development is protected by methods that minimize flood damaeges during

the base flood and create no additional threats to public safety.

Finding:

This application does not meet the standards required for the creation of lots as described in the
Code and Ordinance 2008-10, and in considering the criteria for variance issuance as noted above
does not meet these criteria, therefore as Santa Fe County Floodplain Administrator, it is
recommended that this variance is denied based on the lack of all-weather access to the
proposed lots.

Be advised that should the BCC grant approval of this variance, as noted in the federally
mandated conditions for variance, FEMA must be notified of this decision as required by
Federal Code of Regulations.

Should the BCC approve this case the following note should be placed on the Plat:
The access to this property does not meet minimum standards set forth

by County Ordinance and Code. Site access, including access by
Emergency vehicles, may not be possible at all times.
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hearing is closed. What are the wishes of the Commission?
COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Move for approval.
CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Motion by Commissioner Sullivan for approval,
COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Second.
CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Second, Commissioner Campos. Discussion?

The motion to approve CDRC Case #V 06-5330 passed by unanimous [5-0]
voice vote.

X, A. 11. CDRC Case # A/V 06-5250 John and Minnle Walsh Appeal.
John and Minnie Walsh Applicants, Request an Appeal of the
County Development Review Committee’s Decision to Uphold the
Land Use Administrator’s Decislon to Deny the Temporary
Placement of a Second Home on 1.19 acres, The Property is
Located at 58 Arroyo Jacona, within Sectlon 11, Township 19
North, Range 8 East, (Commisslon District 1)/Exhibit 6. Pojoaque
Map; Exhibit 7; Exhibit 7: PPEC Letter]

MS. COBAU: Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, on June 15,
2006, the CDRC met and acted on this case. The decision of the CDRC was to uphold the
Land Use Administrator’s decision to deny temporary placement of a second home on 1.19
acres. The property is located within the Basin Hydrological Zone where the minimum lot
size is 10 acres per dwelling unit, Lot size may be reduced to 2.5 acres per dwelling unit if
the applicant signs and records water restrictions.

There is currently one home, a septic system and one well on the property. The
applicants have applied and been approved for an advanced septic system to serve the
second dwelling. The applicants state that they have purchased a new home to replace the
older dwelling on the property. The existing dwelling would be moved to another point on
the property to be lived in by their daughter and her family. The applicant states that their
intentions are to alleviate a financial hardship their daughter and her family would incur by
the high prices they are forced to pay in rent.

Recommendation: On June 15, 2006 the CDRC met and acted on this case. The
decision of the CDRC was to uphold the Land Use Administrator’s decision to deny
temporary placement of a second home on 1.19 acres. Staff recommends denial of the
requested appeal based on Article III, Section 10, Lot size requirements of the Land
Development Code which states that the minimum lot size in this area is 10 acres per
dwelling unit, Lot sizes may be reduced to 2.5 acres per dwelling unit with water
restrictions. If the decision of the BCC is to approve the request, staff recommends that the
following conditions be imposed. Mr. Chairman, may I enter the conditions into the
record?

EXHIBIT

W
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[The conditions are as follows:]

1. A temporary permit will be issued for a period of two years, to be approved for
consecutive two-year periods by the CDRC. The applicant at that time must prove
the hardship still exists.

2, Water use shall be restricted to 0.25 acre-foot per dwelling. A water meter shall be
installed for both homes. Annual water meter readings shall be submitted to the
Land Use Administrator by January 31® of each year. Water restrictions shall be
recorded in the County Clerk’s office.

3. The applicant shall submit a liquid waste permit approved by the New Mexico State

Environment Department for the second dwelling.

The applicant must follow all other building permit regulations.

The existing driveway shall serve both residences.

Failure to comply with any of these conditions shall result in administrative

revocation of the permit.

ok

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Questions for staff? What significance
does the Mike Adams appeal have to this case?

MS. COBAU: Mr. Chairman, Mike Adams is the son-in-low of John and
Minnie Walsh and he is acting as their agent. He lives in the home,

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Any other questions for staff?

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Does this qualify in any way for a family
transfer? That's not what’s being proposed, right?

MS. COBAU: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Vigil, that's not what’s being
proposed here, so as a consequence it doesn’t qualify as a family transfer,

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: And there’s a temporary permit requested here?

MS. COBAU: That’s correct. However, I believe the applicant will clarify
that when he speaks.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Okay. Thanks.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay, other questions for staff? Hearing none,
if the applicant would please come forward.

{Duly sworn, Mike Adams testified as follows:]

MIKE ADAMS: Mike Adams. Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, there are
some things that I'd like to clarify and add to the staff report that I don’t think are very
clear. One of the things is the advanced septic system is already approved for us o use one
of those and in talking to the man I dealt with they said they've been very successful in lot
sizes as small as a quarter acre. So I believe the issue of septic and environmental
contamination is not a relevant one. We are asking actually for a permanent variance,
permanent permission to build the second dwelling there.

I have an exhibit. The property is partially in the traditionally community and it's
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just kind of like a line arbitrarily drawn, a few feet of it are in the traditional community
and the rest of it isn’t and the Land Use made the decision that that means the whole thing
is not in there. But I do have an exhibit, a map of the planned development where the
property will be part of the traditional community. You can also see exactly how it kind of
got stuck out, so if I could approach you guys.

As you can see, the property is right at the very corner. I think the line was
just kind of arbitrarily drawn right through the front of it. So that’s one of the things to
see, that's going to be part of the traditional community. It already borders, in fact it’s
partly in the traditional community. That’s one of our requests is that you would just grant
the rest of the property to be part of the traditional community.

That brings me to my third point - and I have another exhibit for you. There’s not
going to be any development in this area. We border the Pojoaque Pueblo and I have a
letter from the Pueblo to the effect that they're not going to develop it. They call it their
bison free range. So they’re keeping that area reserved strictly for the buffalo to run. So if
I could approach and give you this exhibit.

That brings me to my fourth point. It would be a tremendous financial hardship on
us for you to rule against us because I'm a pastor and I'm on a fixed income. My wife and
I are very committed to serving in northen New Mexico but because of the fact I'm on a
fixed income buying a house would be very, very difficult. So this is an opportunity for us
to have a house. We've got access to land and we can meet these requirements. It would be
a great, great benefit to us.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Any questions for the applicant?
Commissioner Vigil,

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: You’re requesting a temporary permit. Could
you explain that?

MR, ADAMS: That was the Land Use decision. I was always asking for a
permanent variance, It would be our intention to live out there from now on if you agree.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: And are you looking to place a mobile home?

MR. ADAMS: Yes, a three-bedroom dwelling.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: What currently exists there? What's the dwelling
that currently exists there? There is a double-wide three-bedroom and then the other
dwelling that we would like to occupy is a single-wide three-bedroom that my in-laws had
on the property and we would permission of the Land Use Department move it to another
point on the property, depending on the outcome of this. So there’s one dwelling that’s
occupied and hooked up to the well and septic system and there's one that's just being
stored right now.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: And what your hope is that this lot split occurs
so that that second unoccupied mobile home becomes an occupied home.

MR. ADAMS: The primary dwelling for us.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: So there will be two mobile homes on this,

MR. ADAMS: Right.
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COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you. I guess I'm done, Mr. Chairman.
Do you conduct any services on site or are your services, your pastoral services conducted
elsewhere?

MR. ADAMS: If we use it as a primary dwelling we would very much use
it because we do what you call small-group Bible studies. Right now, we're not living
there so obviously we're not doing anything there, But everywhere where our primary
dwelling place is is always available and plus, being a pastor sometime we take people in
and different things like that.

MS. COBAU: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Vigil, I would like to clarify
that this is not a land division. 1t's an application to place two homes on 1.19 acres.
There's no land division involved.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Any other questions for the applicant? If not,
this is a public hearing. Is there anyone who would like to speak on behalf of or in
opposition to this case, would you please come forward and be sworn in.

[Duly sworn, Michelle Adams testified as follows:]

MICHELLE ADAMS: Hello, my father and my mother is John and
Minnie Walsh and I am there daughter and my husband and I are pretty much committing
ourselves to being a pastor and making ourselves available to the community and our whole
lifestyle is changing. And my father is also in poor health and it just makes sense in my
heart that I could provide that to help my mom and my family that I'd be close by and help
whatever, My dad’s health is deteriorating so it's not just for low-income situation but
there’s a responsibility of being nearby. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Thank you, Michelle. Anyone else like to come
forward? Seeing none, this public hearing is closed. What are the wishes of the
Commission? I have a question, How many individuals will be living in your residence?

MR, ADAMS: Four.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Four. So it’s you two and two kids.

MR. ADAMS: Yes, we have two kids.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: And then in the other residence it's -

MR. ADAMS: Two, my in-laws.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. And as I understand, you'll be on that
one septic system,

MR. ADAMS: No. There's an existing septic system.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: So that will still be used.

MR. ADAMS: Yes, that will be used for the other house and what we're
going to do is use, if you approve it, the advanced treatment system, which as I've said the
state said is effective. They’ve used them on lot sizes as small as a quarter acre.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay. Any questions? Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Staff is recommending that a temporary permit
be issued to be reviewed every two years. Would you be amenable to that?

MR. ADAMS: Yes.

9002/€2/0TONITIODEY HMIATD D48
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CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: What are the wishes of the Commission?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr, Chairman, I move that we approve this on
a two-year temporary basis where staff reviews it and is there conditions?

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Yes, and that’s actually one of them.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: With conditions.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: And I believe that the recommendation from
staff was that it be reviewed by the CDRC to identify whether or not the hardship still
exists. Is that what the intent on your motion was, Commissioner Anaya? I will second
that.

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Okay, a motion and a second. Further
discussion?

The motion to approve CDRC Case #A/V 06-5250 with conditions passed by
unanimous [4-0] voice vote. [Commissioner Campos was not present for this action.]

XII. A. 12. CDRC Case # V 06-5460 Santa Fe County Publlc Works Facility.
Santa Fe County Project and Facility Management Department,

Paul Olafson Agent, Request a Variance of Article ITI, Section
4.4.4c (Maximum Height) of the Land Department Code to allow
a 27’ Vehlcle Washing Station, a 27°-4” Vehicle Service Garage
and a 100' Wind Turbine, which would Exceed the Allowable
Helght of 24’ to Allow Constructlon of a New Public Works
Facility on 45.76 acres. The Property is Located on the NM
State Road 599 Frontage Road, within Section 2, Township 16
North Range 8 East (Commisslon District 2) /Exhibit 8: CDRC
8/17/06 Minutes,; Exhibit 9: Opposition Letter]

CHAIRMAN MONTOYA: Maybe we should table this one.

MS. COBAU: Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, Santa Fe
County Projects and Facilities Department requests a variance of Article III, Section
4.4.4.c of the Land Development Code in order to allow a 27-foot vehicle washing station,
a 27-foot 4-inch vehicle service garage and a 100-foot wind turbine for the new Public
Works facility.

The Public Works Facility will be located on a 45.76-acre site surrounded primarily
by state-owned properties and privately owned and operated commercial and light and
heavy industrial uses, just north of Airport Road off the NM 599 frontage road. And
there's a map in Exhibit C.

Article III, Section 4.4.4c of the Code states that “Structures shall be limited to a
maximum height of 36 feet from the highest point of the surface of the ground at the
perimeter of the structure in major or community center districts. ”
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DATE: August 15, 2013
TO: County Development Review Committee #
FROM: Jose E. Larraiiaga, Commercial Development Case Manager !
VIA: Penny Ellis-Green, Land Use Administrator\/az’ KaL
Vicki Lucero, Building and Development Services Manager "ﬁ
Wayne Dalton, Building and Development Services Supervisor w2
FILE REF.: CDRC CASE # Z/PDP/FDP 13-5070 95-B Ranch Road, Master Plan,
Preliminary & Final Development Plan.
ISSUE:

Paul Reynolds & Tamara Andrews, Applicants, Jenkins/Gavin, Agent, request Master Plan
Zoning, Preliminary and Final Development Plan approval to allow a horse boarding facility on
12.5 Acres +. The property is located at 95- B Ranch Road, within Section 21, Township 15
North, Range 10 East, (Commission District 4).

Vicinity Map:

Map croawkd wiin Arce BAS - Copyri IC) 19392 2013 ESRI k.
- - . ey .

Site
— Location

102 Grant Ave.

» PO.Box 276 * Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-0276 * 505-986-6200 e Fax: 505-995-2740

www.santafecountynm.gov
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SUMMARY:

The Applicants request Master Plan Zoning approval to allow a horse boarding facility. The
proposed facility will be completed in two phases. The request also includes Preliminary & Final
Development Plan approval for Phase I. Phase | consists of a large horse bam, indoor arena and
four out buildings with individual horse stalls to accommodate 30 horses for a total of 13,000
square feet +. Phase II will consist of a maximum of 18,000 square feet with a minimum 20 foot
setback for new structures. The Applicants request is to allow the zoning for this type of facility
as Other Development set forth in Article III, § 8 of the Land Development Code.

On July 24, 2012, a notice of violation was issued to the owners of 95-B Ranch Road for
operating a business without a County Business License. 95-B Ranch Road is currently operating
at the existing facility utilizing the existing structures. The current operation on the site includes
the housing of a variety of animals for the use in film productions. The animals are transported,
as needed, to the film location and transported back to the site. Once the animals are no longer
needed they are transported out of the facility.

The original Master Plan Zoning application was for an animal facility to house animals for the
use in film productions. On July 25, 2013, the Applicant amended their request to zone the
property as a horse boarding facility only. Boarding of animals other than horses is not being
proposed as part of the business. Prior to a land division of this property, this site was utilized as
a horse boarding facility and was issued a Home Occupation Business License in 1996 and
operated until in 2009. Since that time the use has expanded and does not qualify as a Home
Occupation.

Article III, § 8.1 (Uses Permitted) states: “all uses not otherwise regulated by the Code are
permitted anywhere in the County. Such uses specifically include, but are not limited to utilities,
parking facilities, and cemeteries”.

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. 1t 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”.

Article V, § 7.1.3.a (Preliminary Development Plans) states: “a Preliminary Development Plan
may be only a phase or portion of the area covered by an approved Master Plan, so long as the
Preliminary Development Plan substantially conforms to the approved Master Plan”.

Article V, § 7.2 (Final Development Plan) states: “a final development plan conforming to the
approved preliminary plan and approved preliminary plat, if required, and containing the same
required information shall be submitted. 1ln addition, the final development plan shall show,
when applicable, and with appropriate dimensions, the locations and size of buildings, heated
floor area of buildings, and minimum building setbacks from lot lines or adjoining streets.
Documents to be submitted at this time are: proof of ownership including necessary title
documents, articles of incorporation and by-laws of owners' association; required disclosure
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statements; final engineering plans and time schedule for grading, drainage, and all
improvements including roads, water system, sewers, solid waste, utilities; engineering estimates
for bonding requirements; development agreements; and final subdivision plats, if required”.

This Application was submitted on March 8, 2013. The Applicants noticed for the May CDRC
meeting but were going to be out of town and requested to be tabled. The Applicants tabled for
the June CDRC meeting so that they could meet with the surrounding neighbors and discuss the
project. The Applicants tabled for the July CDRC meeting so that they could modify their
submittal to a horse boarding facility only and implement comments from the neighbors.

Building and Development Services staff has reviewed this project for compliance with
pertinent Code requirements and has found that the following facts presented support the
request for Master Plan and Preliminary Development Plan: the Application is
comprehensive in establishing the scope of the project; the proposed Preliminary
Dcvelopment Plan substantially conforms to the proposed Master Plan; the Application
satisfies the submittal requirements set forth in the Land Development Code.

The review comments from State Agencies and County staff have established that this
Application, for Master Plan and Precliminary Development Plan, is in compliance with
State requirements, Article 111, § 4.4, Development and Design Standards and Article V, §
5, Master Plan Procedures of the Land Development Code.

APPROVAL SOUGHT: Master Plan Zoning approval for Phase 1 and Phase 1I to
allow a horse boarding facility on 12.5 acres and Phase I
Preliminary & Final Development Plan approval.

GROWTH MANAGEMENT

AREA: Galisteo, SDA-2.

HYDROLOGIC ZONE: Basin Fringe Hydrologic Zone, minimum lot size in this
area is 12.5 acres with water restrictive covenants.

ARCHAEOLOGIC ZONE: Medium Potential, an archaeological survey was not
required for Phase 1 since no new development or further
disturbance was proposed for the site, submittal reviewed
by NMSHPD, no historic properties listed or no known
archeological sites within the project parcel. Phase Il will
involve additional structures and grading therefore an
archaeological survey shall be required with the submittal
for the Development Plan for Phase 11.

ACCESS AND TRAFFIC: The property takes access from a private easement known
as Ranch Road via US 84-285. The private driveway and a
portion of Ranch Road shall meet the minimum County
standards for fire apparatus access roads. Driveway and
turnaround shall be County approved all-weather driving
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FIRE PROTECTION:

WATER SUPPLY:

LIQUID WASTE:

SOLID WASTE:

FLOODPLAIN & TERRAIN
MGMT:

SIGNAGE AND LIGHTING:

surface with a minimum 6” compacted base course.
Roadway width shall be 20°.

Eldorado Fire District; the EAWSD will provide the water
source for fire protection (fire hydrant).

Existing on-site shared well; the Applicant has submitted a
water budget for Phase I, establishing that the yearly water
use will not exceed 0.25 afy. Water restrictive covenants,
restricting the water use to 0.25 acre feet per year for Phase
1, shall be recorded along with the Final Development Plan.
A water budget for Phase 11 Master Plan was submitted by
the Applicant which satisfies the requirements for Master
Plan. Upon submittal of Phase II Preliminary and Final
Development Plan a water availability assessment shall be
submitted or the site shall connect to EAWSD.

The Applicants are not proposing any facilities that require
the treatment of liquid waste.

Manure will be hauled of site, Utilize the Transfer Station
in Eldorado to dispose of solid waste.

The Applicants proposal shows existing topography and a
proposed Terrain Management Plan. The site contains slope
of 0-15% and slopes from the north to the south. The site
conforms to Article VII, Section 3.3 (Terrain Management
Plan.)

The Applicants propose two (2) retention ponds. The
proposed ponding areas are a total of 4,380 cubic feet. The
proposal is in conformance with Article VII, Section 3.4.6
and Ordinance No. 2008-10, Flood Damage Prevention and
Stormwater Management Ordinance.

The Applicants are not proposing any signage for this
development, therefore the sign element of the request
meets the criteria set forth in Article VIII (Sign
Regulations).

The revised site plan illustrates 3 exterior lights located on
2 of the existing structures. These lights are shielded, fixed
downward and are equipped with a low wattage bulb. On a
site visit conducted on July 24" staff determined that the
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lighting element of the Application does comply with
Article III, Section 4.4.4 h and Table 3.1. (Lighting).

EXISTING DEVELOPMENT:  Existing structures consist of a large horse barn, indoor
arena and four out buildings with individual horse stalls to
accommodate 30 horses for a total of 13,000 square feet +.

ADJACENT PROPERTY: The site is bordered to the north, east, west and south by
residential property. Residential properties to the south of
this site have private horse facilities. There are two large
scale horse boarding facilities in close proximity to this site
along Ranch Road.

PARKING: The site plan illustrates a designated parking area for 15
vehicles and a turnaround for large trucks and trailers. A
designated area for loading and unloading of horses and
feed is delineated on the site plan. The site plan illustrates
one parking space per employee. All parking areas shall be
clearlty marked. Parking of wvehicles outside of the
designated area shall be discouraged to minimize erosion
and dust on the site. Staff has determined that the parking
element of the Application meets the criteria set forth in
Article 111, Section 9 (Parking Requirements).

LANDSCAPING: The Applicants have submitted a landscaping plan
illustrating the existing vegetation on the site. The
Applicants have provided trees for screening purposes to
the closest residences of the development on the west side
and south side as well as a 25 foot buffer set back on the
south end of the site. The landscape element of the request
meets the intent of the landscape standards of Article III
Section 4.4.4.f 4 Landscaping Plan.

RAINWATER HARVESTING: The Applicants have submitted a water harvesting plan in
an effort to meet the intent of the Code, therefore the water

harvesting element of the request meets the intent of
Ordinance 2008-4.

AGENCY REVIEW: Agency Recommendation
NMOSE No Opinion
NMDOT Approval
NMED Approval
NMDHP Approval
County Fire Conditional Approval
County PW Approval

County Hydrologist Approval

NBB-S



Planning Approval

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval for Master Plan Zoning for Phase I and Phase II to
allow a horse boarding facility on 12.5 acres and Phase I
Preliminary & Final Development Plan approval subject to
the following staff conditions:

1. The Applicant shall comply with all review agency
comments and conditions (Article II, § 2.3.2d).

2. Master Plan with appropriate signatures, shall be
recorded with the County Clerk (Article V, § 5.2.5.).

3. Final Development Plan for Phase 1 with appropriate
signatures, shall be recorded with the County Clerk
(Article V, § 7.).

4. Preliminary and Final Development Plan for Phase II
shall meet all submittal requirements set forth in
Article III, § 4.4 of the Land Development Code.

5. Phase I shall not exceed the boarding of 30 horses as
per the approved water budget (Article VII § 6. Table
7.4).

EXHIBITS:

Applicants Report

Drawings

Article 111, § 8.1 (Uses Permitted)

Article V, § 5 (Master Plan Procedures)
Article V, § 7.1 (Preliminary Development Plans)
Article V, § 7.2 (Final Development Plan)
Aerial Photo of Property

Photos of Site

Photos of Adjacent Properties

10 Agency Reviews and Comments

11. Letters of Concern and Photos

WA R WD -
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jenkinsgavin

DESIGN & DEVELOPMENT INC

March 8, 2013

José Larrafiaga, Senior Development Review Specialist
Planning and Development Division

Santa Fe County

102 Grant Avenue

Santa Fe, NM 87501

RE: 95-B Ranch Road
Application for Master Plan and Preliminary/Final Development Plan, Phase I

Dear José:

This letter is submitted on behalf of Paul Reynolds and Tamara Andrews in application for
Master Plan and Preliminary/ Final Development Plan approval for a horse and animal facility
for consideration by the CDRC at their meeting of April 18, 2013. The subject property is a
12.5-acre parcel located at 95-B Ranch Road.

Master Plan

The subject property has functioned as a horse boarding and/or training facility since at least the
1970s, a use that is consistent with the prevalence of horse facilities in the surrounding
neighborhood. Initially, the property housed a residence with associated horse facilities.
However, in 2002, Santa Fe County approved a lot line adjustment that placed the residence and
the horse facilities on separate tracts, thus rendering the subject parcel a non-residential horse
property. Therefore, we are requesting a Master Plan to designate the property as “Other
Development” per Article 111, §8 of the Santa Fe County Land Development Code.

Permitted uses for the property shall include:

o Horse/animal facilities, including stables, barns, paddocks, arenas, corrals,
storage/maintenance buildings, etc.

Employee offices
e Residential

In addition to the Master Plan, this application seeks approval for the Preliminary and Final
Development Plan for Phase 1 that encompasses existing improvements. The future Phase II
Final Development Plan will be submitted at a later date for administrative review and approval

by Santa Fe County. EXHIBIT

130 GRANT AVENUE, SUITE 101 SANTA FE g I 505.820.7444 FacsimiLe: 505.820.7445
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95-B Ranch Road

Master Plan, Preliminary &
Final Development Plan Report
Page 2 of 5

Phasing Plan

Preliminary and Final Development Plan. Phase |

Current improvements include a large horse barm/indoor exercise arena and four stable buildings
with individual horse stalls to accommodate 30 horses, totaling 413,000 square feet. Please refer
to the Typical Elevations in the attached plans. Per the requirements of the County Fire Marshal,
offsite improvements for Phase I are as follows:

* Widen the driveway to provide a 20’ driveable surface. The adjacent property owner has
agreed to add 10’ to the existing 20’ easement to allow for proper drainage (see attached
letter).

o Install a hydrant at the north side of Ranch Road across from Willa Cather Road. The
hydrant will be served by a water line extension from the existing water line in Willa
Cather Road to the north side of Ranch Road.

Please refer to the attached “Driveway and Fire Protection Plan” for further details.

Phase II, Future Improvements

Phase II will include additional animal facilities at the maximum allowable 50,000 square feet,
with a minimum 20’ setback for new structures. The location of Phase 1l improvements will be
determined as part of the administrative review and approval of the Final Development Plan.

Access & Traffic

The property is accessed from Ranch Road, which is not a County road, via a 12-14° basecourse
driveway within a 20’ access and utility easement. As stated above, the driveway will be
widened in accordance with Phase 1 improvement requirements.

The property generates minimal traffic, as it is in use only sporadically, on a seasonal basis, to
accommodate horses and other animals en route to and from film productions. For example,
animals are transported to the property and board there for a week awaiting transportation to a
film set. After filming is completed, they are returned to the property for another week before
being conveyed to their homes. Following this process, there is generally a long period when the
property is vacant. Due to the occasional nature of the property’s use, there are no onsite
employees. A caretaker visits the property periodically when the property is not in use and daily
when animals are onsite.

Terrain Management
The site’s terrain slopes gently from north to south and includes an existing ponding area as
shown on the attached Terrain Management Plan. As mentioned above, the existing 20° access

easement will be widened to 30’ to allow for adequate drainage. Phase II improvements will
include a new proposed ponding area at the south end of the site.
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95-B Ranch Road

Master Plan, Preliminary &
Final Development Plan Report

Page 3 of 5

Water Supply Plan

The property is served by an existing shared well. In Phase 1, water will continue to be supplied
via the well (Permit #RG-65935). The water budget for Phase I is 0.25 afy. The water budget

will be as follows:

Animal Capacity

Total Gallons/Day

DailyWater Use

Days Per Year

Annual Water Budget

30 Horses

300 gpd

10 gpd/horse

270

81,000gpy (0.25 afy)

Water for Phase I may be provided by the existing onsite well, contingent on approval by Santa
Fe County of a Water Availability Assessment demonstrating a 100-year supply for Phase | and
Phase Il water needs. Alternatively, as part of Phase 1l improvements, the property shall be
connected to the Eldorado Area Water and Sanitation District (‘EASWD”), which will serve
both phases of development, and the use of the shared well will be discontinued for both phases.
Per the attached letter from the Eldorado Area Water & Sanitation District, the property lies
within the EASWD service area.

Landscaping

The property is landscaped with existing native grasses and a mix of pifion and juniper evergreen
trees. Phase 11 improvements will be screened appropriately in accordance with Santa Fe County

requirements. Please refer to the attached Landscape Plan.

Liquid Waste

The property has no restroom facilities and no onsite septic. Should future activities require
temporary restrooms, Port-O-Potties will be utilized as necessary.

Solid Waste

Animal manure will be hauled offsite and disposed of appropriately. General waste removal will

be handled privately or contracted with a local provider.

Signage & Lighting

There are no signs or outdoor lighting at the property.
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95-B Ranch Road

Master Plan, Preliminary &
Final Development Plan Report
Page 4 of 5

Archaeology

The property is located in a Medium Potential Archaeological Area. Per the attached letter, Santa
Fe County has issued an archaeological waiver for Phase l. Phase II will require an
Archaeological Survey to accompany the Development Plan submittal.

Sustainable Land Development Plan

Per the Preliminary Zoning Map of the Sustainable Land Development Plan (“SLDP"), the
property is zoned RUR-R 10AC (Restdential, one dwelling unit per 10 acres). Per the SLDP
Code Draft Use Table, stables and other equine-related facilities are permissible in this zone as a
conditional use (see attached SLDP charts). The existing use and proposed improvements for
Phases I and 1l of the Development Plan are consistent with the SLDP.

In support of this request, the following documentation is included herewith for your review and
consideration:

Development Permit Application

Warranty Deed

Archaeological Waiver

Access Easement Letter

Water Availability Letter

Legal Lot of Record

Proof of Property Taxes Paid

Excerpts from Sustainable Land Development Plan

Master Plan, Preliminary & Final Development Plan Submittal Drawings:
10 full size & 2 reduced sets

CoOoocoocOoOoODD

Finally, included herewith is a check in the amount of $3,000.00 for the application fees,
calculated as follows:

Master Plan: $750.00 v/
Preliminary Development Plan $750.00~
Final Development Plan $750.00 /
Application Fee: $100.00
Initial Inspection Fee: $150.00
Final Inspection Fee: $150.00
Master Plan Fire Review $100.00
Development Plan Fire Review $150.00
Fire Inspection § 50.00
Public Notice Posters (2) § 50.00
TOTAL $3,000.00

NGB~ 1D



95-B Ranch Road

Master Pian, Preliminary &
Final Development Plan Report
Page 5 of 5

Please do not hesitate to call should you have any questions or need additional information.

Thank you for your consideration.

Jennifer Jenkins Colleen C. Gavin, AIA
JenkinsGavin Design & Development, Inc.

Sincerely,

NBR- L1
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Santa Fe County
Preliminary Draft Zoning Map
October 4, 2012
(Ranch Road Vicinity)

Legend

Santa Fe County
Airport Development District
Community and District Plan Boundaries

Parcels

Sustainable Development Area 1
ripdnn  (informational only)

Sustainable Development Area 2
{informational only)

Santa Fe County Water Seqvice Area (informalional only)
Other Public and Franchise Water Service Areas
Hydrologic Zones (infermational only)

Municipality

Municipal Annexaticn Areas

Tribal Lands
Federa! and Stale Public Lands

Mixed Use Eligible Areas, Pursuant to Future Land Use Map *

Proposed Zoning Districts, 10-4-12 **
Communily and District Plan-Based Zoning
Ag ! Ranch {1 dwelling per 160 acres)
Rural (1 dwelling per 40 acres)
Rural Fringe (1 dwelling per 20 acres)
Rural Residential {1 dwelling per 10 acres)
Residential Fringe (1 dwelling per 5 acres)
Residential Estate {1 dwelling per 2.5 acres)
Residential Communily (1 dwelling par acre)
Traditional Community (1 dwelling per 0.75 acres to
3 dwellings per acre)
Commarciat
Industria!
Publicinsitutional
Mixed Use (2 to 5 dwellings per acre, or
2 1o 12 dwellings per acre - with commercial)

| i

|

il

|
|
|

HEEN |

* Eligible for mixed-use development in accordance with lhe Futura
Land Use Map and Figure 2-8 in the Sustainable Growth
Management Plan, if appraved as a Planned Development District.

** For mixed use, mixed densily, and clusler development

projecis, where the overall densily of development projecis

that were approved prior lo lhe effective data of the SLDC

conforms lo the minimum lot area per dwelling specified for the
zoning district, all residential lots in the development project shall

be considered to be conforming with respect to the minimum lot

area per dwelling required in the zoning districl. (

Any land or waler which is subjecl to Santa Fe County's zoning
jurisdiction, bul is not depicied on this map within a County zoning
district, shall be construed by default to be located in the

Ag / Ranch zoning district, unless otherwise specifically provided
for in the Santa Fe County Land Development Code.

This information is for reference only.
Santa Fe County assumes no liabilily for
errors associaled with the use of these dala.
Users are solely responsible for for confirming
data accuracy when necessary. The exact
location of zoning district boundaries needs
to be interpreted in accordance with the rules
for interpretation of same contained in the
Santa Fe County Land Development Cade.

Santa Fe County (
Growth Management
Department
Planning Division

October 4, 2012
preliminary_zoning_map__
j_tabloid_ranch_road.mxd

2.0001,000 O 2,000 Feet
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Appendix B: Use Table

Sustainable Land Development Code Public Review Draft Use Table September 2012
2 |
o m | m ¥
.m. m 4 M mnmnﬂ.m_
. o il Use ; =] [ st ] Conditlons
Hazardous waste storage facility 6340 G [y X x X A X X X X c p
Hazardous waste treatment and disposa) facility c c X X X X X X X x ¢ P
Sewage treatment plant and disposal facilities 6350 e [ c c c c c c c c c p
_mmu or electrlc power generation faciiity 6400 c | ¢ . X X % X % X X X c P
fcommunication towers 6500 p p c c c c c c c ¢ c p
Radio, television, or wireless transmitter 6510 p p “ < X X X X c c c p p
Weather stations or transmitters 6520 p p | p c X X X c P p p p
[Environmental monitoring statlon [alr, soil, etc.) 6600 i} p — p p p p p p p p p p
_noz_amqn_m_ solar energy production facility c c c x X X P c [ c p p
{Geothermal production facility 6450 ¢ c c X % % X X c c p p
Telecommunications and broadcasting station 4230 n p [+] X X X X c p P p p
Highway rest stops and welcome centers 6930 H.tu p p p P p p p P p P P
Fountain, scuipture, or other similar decorative structures 6950 p P [+] p P P p p P p p P
Permanent outdoor stage, bandstand, or similar structure mmmom X X X X x X X [= c c X p
Agriculture, forestry, and conservation/open space [4] :
Grain siios and other storage structure for grains and agricultural products 8100 p p P a a a a p a a P P
nimal production that inciudes siaughter 9300 £ c c X X X X X x X X X
m_.?m&onx pens or hog houses 8200 p p c X X X X c X X X X
_moa_._._mﬁm“ greenhouses '8500 p 1 p — p ¢ a a a c p p p p
ENurseries and other growing of ornamental plants [4] . p p p p p p p p P p p p
Stables and other equine-related facilities 8240 p p p c c % X c C 1] p p
Kennels and commercial dog breeding facilties _ 8700 p p P c ¢ X X c c 3] 3] p
JApiary and other related structures | '8700 P p. p p p 1} P p p p p P
|Crop production (5] 9100 P p p p p P p p p p p p
_c_mu_m__._ or sale of agricultural products raised on the same premizses | ) 2 a a a a a P p p P
[Forestry and logging operations (6] 9300 | o p p p p p p [ p p p p
{Game preserves and retreats [4) 9400 p p p c c c c [ c c c P
Support business and operations for agriculture and forestry P p p a a a a c p p P P
—_u|m_.wm. open space areas, conservation areas, and preservation areas - ) n p p p p p P P P p , p
__ucgn or community outdoor recreatlon facliities p I p p p p p p B p p p p
—noanma_.mama animal feeding operation _ 8310 c c ¢ X % X X X X X X X
—nmEu ranching, and the grazing or cattle or other livestock [7] 8230 p p p p p P P p P p p p
[pairy farms 8210 P p c X X X x X X X X X
_9_5.. farm and farming-related structures 8900 |limlll p P a a a 3 p a a a p
__uo.._si farms and pouitry production facilities 8220 p p ( X X X X X X % X X
Sheds, farm buildings, or other agriculturai facilities 8000 p p P a a a a a a ) a p
Animal waste lagoons B420 c c [ X X X X X % ® X X
Mining and extraction establishments
Oil and natural gas exploration or extraction [1] muoo,— i __. I —. i — x | ox | x | x | x ] «x c | «x _
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NOTES AND CONDITIONS LEGEND UTILITY LEGEND SITE DATA ] 2
AND AREA; 115 ACRES
1. dﬁgﬁtwﬁhmggsg TO AND FROM THE PROPERTY W14 SEM-TRALER TRUCKS A= FEMCELNE sl OVERHEAD UTILITY PHASE 1: L88 ACRES -V\
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6. THE PHASE 2 DEVELDPIMENT PLAN SHALL BE SUBJECT TR REVIEW AND APPROVAL BY THE -

1. AoEhAL WASE Sl BE STGRED I A CONTARIER AND REMGVED FROM THE SITE WEEKLY. PERMITTED USES

BT M N s P L | o e
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REBUILD EXISTING DRIVENAY TO 958 RANCH ROAD
FROM POINT A TO POINT B SHOWN

NGB -l

Lot ¢
8° COMPASTED BASE COURSE (A28 MAX DENSITY) _“..ﬁ...n.umn.”.ﬁ.uw -
6" COMPACTED SUBSRADE (€% MAX DENSITY) " Page B34
_DRIVEWAY SECTION_
LAFN
nm.unn._ﬂm«nﬂ
b S
o))
' ‘.
EIRE PROTRCTION IMPROVEMENTS)
A . Al e P ‘
B  INSTALL A 55" TAP SLEEVE TO EXISTING MATER LINE, - TadDir
RESTRAIN AS REQARDD, , L o . __I: i
©  INSTALL & MJ SATR VALVE AXD VALVE BOX RESTRAM AS \ o et B g WW _:.w
©  METALL A Mo-6" HATER LINE. fﬁr SO 2 .%M_ .ﬂ%u.mﬂ-ﬁ“’.ﬂw.a J&
@  DSTALL A STANGARD 6 FIRE HIDRANT, RESTRAN A9 o) i B \.Wn.mw.....%.
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R S el A gl = IO T ENVIRONMENTAL REGLIREMENTS
I. ALL ROAD DISTURBANCES SHALL BE REFAIRED AND ERCUSHT UP TO STANDARDS (N PLACE PRIOR. CONTRASTOR,
TO PROBECT IHPLEMENTATION gﬂﬂﬂuﬂﬂ-ﬂﬂ.ﬂﬂ_@z\&u§g}r;§u}r VASE, PHICH

2. THE COMTRAGTOR SHALL PROVIDE CONSTRUCTION STAKINS 10 ENSURE LINED ARE INSTALLES WTHN gﬂu_’ﬂsﬂa.)!h! D T T Ty e o o e
EASBLENTS DDICA CONTRASTOR
8. CONTACT KO MEXICO GNE, GALL AT 1-000-821-255T 8 DATS PRISR, TO BESINERS RORI FOR noo_n!fo:.gg_nﬁﬁ.yiﬁﬁ)uﬁngznsnn-ggaganui._ﬁﬁa.gﬁscﬂu
UTILITY SPOTS, 2. BORROM MATERIAL, CONSTRUCTION MASTE, VESETATIVE DESRUS, ETC SHALL NOT BE PLAZED I
4, FIRE HYDRANTS SHALL B8 TESTED AND APPROVED B SAKTA PE COUNTY PIRE MARSHAL SRR OSIEAL
S ALL HATER LIE AND FITTING MATERIALS AND THER RSTALLATICN SHALL COMPLY ruTi The T e e
AMERICAN PATERMORKS ASSOCIATION (AYAA) STANDARDS, THE MOST RECENT EDITION OfF THE NEM ;
Ay L v ey v Ky o T e gL il 1l s, ?gﬂgggiﬁéaﬁa%
MATER UTILITY DIVISION'S STANDARD PETAILS AND REGUIREMENTS, IMLSSS STHERMEE [NDICATED OH EI)EQK:BEOFEPB%%E%&
THESE DRAMNGA, PHEN CONPLICT ARISES AMONS THESE, THE LATTER SHALL PREVAL. SUBSTANCES, AND OTHER, MJTERIALS PHICH MAY REFRESENT A THREAT TO THE HEALTH AN FELFARE
%arﬁtﬂgéﬂzgﬁi#ﬂuﬂtﬁﬁggﬁ OF HiS NORKERS, THE SENSSIAL MUELIC, OR THE ENVIRONMENT, CONTRASTOR, SHALL REFORT
EVIDENCE OF PAST SPILLS INSCUNTERED DURING CONSTRIGTION, OR PRESENT SPILLS HOT
7. UNLESS STHERMSE BEACATED ON THESE DRAMINGS, PIPELINES AND ALL APPURTENANT FITTINGS ASSOCIATED WITH THE CONSTRUETION ACTIVITIES OF THIS PRAECT, REFORTS SHALL BE MADE
SHALL BE DUGTLE RO, PYC C—400 SR 18, MITH CLASS-D SECOINS O BETTER, HECHANCAL OR FREDIATELY 1O THE OFR AND THE APPROPRIATE STATE ASENGY HESPCNSIBLE FOR THE EMERSENSY
g%%ﬁﬂi%ﬁﬁﬁ-ﬂﬂg EXCAVATION BE PROPERL RESPONSE. CLEAN UP OF AHT UNREFORTED SPILLS THAT MA) :)ﬁﬁhﬂuﬂ!znqﬁ on
ACLOMMODA PIPES BRLL B3 EONSTRICTION OF THRS PRO.JGT, IDENTIFIED APTERMARDS SHALL EOLE RESPONSBILITY
Pfiaﬁgﬂiﬁzdﬂﬂigiiznasaa% e : L
THIS TREHCH, BURIED UHDER: MINIHLM 40-INCHES OF COMPACTED BACKTILL, 5 NORK PERFORMED (N THE VICINITY OF EXISTING STREAMS, MATER, MPCUKSMENTS,
. WHEN CROSENS, HATER LINES SHALL ALWAYS 522 ABCVE SEERL LINES, AND A MINIMM J4=INCH ?ﬂrﬁ%gg;ggﬂ:ragigiﬁ)wa
CLEARANCE SUALL BE ALLOWED BETIEEN THE BOTTOM OF THE MATER | IN2 AND THE TOP OFf ANY MINMIZE VESETATION Emﬂggp\bﬁr)u._piuba-g COMESTRUCTION
0. TYmchL g?“ﬁ)ﬂ%%fﬂnﬂﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁuﬂﬁn:ﬁ% EFE:B:«EFFQGEEE%EE&S.;E N et e e
MINMUM 10 PERT, AND SEPARATE TRENZHES SHALL B8 BXCA CASES, RE-FUSLINS OPERATIONS AND CONCRETE DUMPING VIZINITY OF ANY BODY OF MATER SHALL
1l. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIELE FOR DISINFECTION AND PRESSURE TESTINS OF ALL M2 Ty g el Ly e G
WATER LINES, IN ACCORDANCE MITH AFINA STANDARDS, COUNTY UTILITY PERSCHNEL SHALL BE
PRESENT CURIHS SUCH TESTING, AND AN NSPECTION RERORT SHALL B2 SUBHITTED B THE
CONTRACTOR, TO THE OFR, PRICR TO PINAL ACCEPTANCE OFf THE PROEST, THE CONTRAGTOR SHALL
“ﬂvﬂﬁﬂhsﬁngﬁ;dﬂgaﬁisﬂnaﬂggé EEE
IZ AL VALVES SHALL BE MAL-PORT GATE TYPE. SESLINT SEATING, MECAMICA, O LESALUSS L z.r-.uasan..a._n._. e D B e THEaN Era AL ECTES A
_o.._od)_._ Pﬁ-ﬂs_.r__.u.zﬂuu !.oo.z)rrnuqinuiso.uarczﬁnuﬂéz_: Ayl Eu)_a?ﬂ.nn-q:h. RE-SEEDED N AZCORDANCE! WITH THE POLLOWING PLAN AFTER COMPLETION OF THE CONSTRIGTION
FESLANENT. SURVE r s, CONTRAZTOR SHALL Bt RESFONSIELE FOR THE EUCCENSAL RECOVERY TUREED AREAS
t4. ALL FIRE HYDRANTS SHALL E& SUPPLIED WITH KPP CONNICTORS/CITY OF SANTA FE THREADS, NG ?ﬁ%)dﬂgﬁﬁﬁgﬁgahﬁzﬂaé
NIMBERED (RMBER SUPPLIED B THE COUNTY MATER UTILITY). HYDRANTS SHALL BE INSTALLED TO T e BT AT ME REVESETATION PLAN CANOT BE ACCOMPLISHED BEPORE
ALLOV A MINMM HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE ON A S-FO0T RADIS ARGURD THDM. SETAMEER, | CLE. TS CONSTRUCTION DELATS, AN DISTURBED SIRFACES MUST REMAIN EXPOSED
ASTER, THIS DATE, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL (NSTALL TEMPORARY FROTESTION SUCH AS A COVER
0819>EGEEEF!3.§>45§§433§ A PENCE
ENGINEER'S CONSTRUCTION NOTES !Eﬂzzﬁtﬁ)nﬂﬁauaéﬁi:rﬂmﬁ;én;ﬂozﬁ
1. MDEN BXSTING DRAIVERAT ROAD BED TO 20 FEET WTH A 5% SUPERELEVATED CROSS SLOPE. s, Eésg.sﬂakg PLANTS OF THE SCUTHASST DRYLAND BLIEND
2. EXISTING ROAD SRADE TO REMAIN, WITH A MAXIMI OF 8%, HOTE HOST OF THE EXASTINS RATE OF 20 POLNDS 1R AZRE.
DRIVEHAY SRADE 1S LBEa THAN 5%,
8. NO SLoPEs, [H ExcBas Of 15 SHALL B DISTUREED,
4, PROECT DISTURBANCES 18 |eas THAN | ACHE [N S8 AND THEREFORE A SAPPP MLL KOT BE
REGIIRED. BUT THE CORTRAGTOR, SHALL USE BEST MANASEMENT PRACTISES TO MINMIZE NN AND
STORM EROSION OF BOILS, ALL CONSTRICTION MORK SHALL BE PERFORMED I SUCH A MARMER THAT
FOLL HAVE NO ACVERSE BEFFECT UGN ADJACENT PROFERTIES OR PLELIC ROADWATS.
8, ALL ROADNAY CONSTRUCTION AND RE-CONSTRUCTION SHALL COMPLY MITH THE NEA MIDICO
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND BRIDSE
CONSTRUCTICN, 2007 EDITION.
6, CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE ALL TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES N ACCORDANCE MITH NM.
STANDARD BPECHICATIONS BOR ROAD ARD BRIDSHE CONSTRUCTION AND ANY APPLICABLE SPECIAL
PROVISION AND/OR, SLPPLEMINTAL SPECIFICATION, AS PELL AS THE MOST CURRENT EDITION OF TrE
MANUAL CF UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES. LNLESS OTHERMISE SPECIFIED HERE, ALL COSTS
ABLATED TO TRAFFIC CONTROL SHALL BIE INCIDENTAL TO THE PROEST.
7. CONTRACTOR SHALL NET BESIN ANF CONSTRUETION ASTIVITY MITHOUT THE APPLICABLE PERMIT
PROM THE COUNTY OF SANTA FE. A COPY OF THE APPROVED DRANINSS SHALL ALWATS BE
AVAILABLE AT THE COMSTIRIGTION SITE DURING BUSINESS HOURS,
£, THE OPOIBR. SHALL SUBMIT TO THE COUNTY STAME ANY AND ALL APPROPRIATE DRANINSS AND
DesisH CRITERIA TO SUPPORT ANY CHANSES TO THE APPROVED CONSTRUCTION DRAYINGS THAT HA'
B8 HESDED TO ADDHESS UNANTIGIPATED FIELD CONDITIONS, ALL CHANSE SUPPORTING
DOCUMENTATION SHALL BE STAMPED BY A PROFESSIONAL ENSINEER RESISTERED (N KEW MEXICO, AND
APPROVED By THE SARTA FE COUNTY PRICR TO EXECUTING ARY CHANSE NITH RESARD TO APPROVED
4, 858 ExiaTl Eﬁfﬁuﬂﬂgﬁdﬂmggggnﬁ
#uno..._ﬂ)n..dn BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE SPOT-LOCATION OF ALL EXISTING INDERSROND
UTLITES B S1E APYRGFRIATE UTHLITY COVPANT, CONRAGTOR SHALL CONTACT N MEXICS ONE
E)qg.ﬂ_ﬁagﬁggﬁaﬁggﬂﬁﬁoag
Tro DATS PRICR 10 IKTIATING Akr ORI
IOLLEARING SHALL BE KEPT TO A MINHM, AND STABILIZATION OF BARBD SURPACES SHALL BESIN
PROMPILY AFTER COMPLETION OF THE CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES,
1| CONTRACTOR, SHALL SOMPINE ALL CONSTRUSTION OFERATIONS TO THE LIMITS OF THE PRO.EC
DEFINED (R THESE DRANINSS, AND IN NO MAY ENCROACH ONTO ADJACENT PROPERYIES, UNLESS LESAL
BASEMENTS ARE PROVIDED, CONTRACTOR SHALL BE HELD SoiFLY RESPONSIELE FOR ANT
ASREEVENTS EEDED, OR. DAMASE CAUSED BY CONSTRISTION ASTIVITIES TO FUBLIC OR PRIVATE
PROFERTY, INCLUDING ROADS AND UTILITIES,
12. SUBSRADE, AND BASE COURES MATERIAL SHALL BE TESTED POR COMPASTION EVERY 100 LINEAR
PEST. TEST RESULTS SENT TO THE OPR,
19, BASICOURSE SHALL BE COMPACTED TO NO LBSS THAN M58 OF MAXIMIM DENSITY USING AASHTD,
T-EO MODIMED MOISTURE DENSITY TEST, SUBGRADE SHALL BE COMPASTED TO 454 AASHTD DISST,
BASECOURSE SHALL MEET GRADATION REGUIREMENTS SPECIINSD [ TABLE 804, CLASS I, OR II OF Tz
RMSHTD, “STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROAD AND BRIDSE CONSTRUSTION”,
CONTRAGTOR SHALL SUBMIT ASTM OR AASHTO CERTIFICATES OF MATERIALS' COMPLIANCE TO THE
gﬁqéﬁlﬂﬁrﬂniu?&%ﬁiﬁ)ﬁ%i:&?ﬁﬁ
CONTRASTOR SHALL PROTECT AND MAINTAIN ALL BXISTING STRUCTURES PREE OF DUST AND/OR
CONSTRUCTION DESRIS AT ALL TIHES DURINS THE EXECUTION OF THE PROMCY, ALL BXISTING AND NZH
STRUCTURES SHALL 52 CLEARED PYUCR, TO FINAL ACCEPTANCE OF THE PROECT. ALL COSTS
RELATED 70 TI23 M SHALL BC | INCIDENTAL TO THE MORK AND NO EXTRA FATMINT SHALL BE MADE
CONTRAGTOR,
16, CORTRACTOR SHALL REFAIR ANY XISTINS STRICTURE OR UTILITY CONDUIT, AND TS UTILITY
CORRIDOR/EASEMENT DAMASED AS A RESULT OF THE EXECUTION OP THE PROECT, AT o ADDITIONAL
COST TO THE OHER. EXISTINS ROADS ACCESS POR ADJACENT PROPERTIES SHALL B HAINTAINED
TRAFFICABLE UNDER ALL TTPICAL MEATHER CONDATIONS,
. ALL AREAS DISTUREED Iy THE CONSTRUSTION ACTIVITIES G THIS PRC.ECT SHALL BE RESTORED,
RE-SRADED, AKD RE-SEEDED IN ACCORDANCE ITH AR APPROVED BROSICN CONTROL AND
RE/ESETATION PLAN, OR (N A MANNER ACCEPTABLE TO THE NEW MEXCO HISHAAY AN
TRANSPORTATICN DEMARTMENT.
18, CONTRASTOR SHALL PROVIDE AN AREA TO STORE CONSTIGICTION DEBRIS PHERE IT WiLL NOT BE A
NISANZE TO THE BURROUNDING NEISHEORHOCD, ALL DEBRIS SHALL B CORTAINED IN SUCH A HANER
THAT PELL PREVENT SCATTERINS. ALL DEBALS, [NCLUDING TREES AND INDERSROMTH SHALL B
DISPOSED OF PROPERLY WITHIN THE COANTY LAKDFILL, AND REMOVED FROM THE SITE PRIOR T& PINAL
M. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE SOLELY RESFONMELE FOR THE PROTECTION OF HATERIALS AND
ECUIPMENT PRIOR AND ANTER THEIR INSTALLATION AS APPLICABLE, UNTIL THE PRO.ECT'S FINAL
ACCEFTANGE BY THE OrER.
20, NO ALTERATION OR. MODIFICATION TO ANY DRRAINASE HAY OR ARROTYO SHALL BE PERMITTES
THEUT FIRST OBTANING A PRITTEN AFPROVAL FROM THE COUNTY' ENSINERR,
21, THE DESISN ENSINEER. MAIVES ANT AND ALL RESSONSBILITY AND |8 NOT LIABLE POR PROBLEMS
THAT MAY ARISE PROM THE CONTRASTOR'S FAILURE TO FOLLOW THESE DRAMINSS, SPECIFICATIONS, DESI(N m‘ZbaZE..J‘
AND THE DESIGH INTENT THEY CONVEY, OR FOR PROSLEMS ARISINS FROM PAILLRE TO OBTAMN AND/OR
FOLLOH THE BNSINEER'S SUIDANCE IITH RESPECT TO ANY ERRORS, OMISSIONS, INEONMISTENIBS,
AMBISUTIES, OR. CONPLICTS,
Z2THE DRAMNSS AND ALL ENSINEERING DESISN CALOLATIONS ARE BASED ON SURVEY AND
TOPOSRAPHICAL SUPPLIED BY THE ONNER, THEREFORE, THE DESISN ENSINEZR SHALL MAIVE

CONSTRUCTION NOTES

ol 1) Tars
"= a2 _ !TBORE_
DR - PEET N0

22

Chnk
CAOWG PRCALTS {bockups & plota)\Ronch Rood\cwgh2013=03=0% Aoncho Roed Eove dwq, COASTRUCTION HOTLS, 3/7/701) 10:03 42 AW Z @ & - N
B Dengrist 17700m g4in MG




LA (PRSP EPRLTER B, o e, W e v 4t g | B G a® i J; f § SHRL
‘ e T T T YO W T A T PR LR ] 3 - - k ‘ :

s vt i oy of romson, ‘B covarade b pooe.

Offarts Flows:  The property o sbiecl Lo shast fion from the
H!.;’.%«. i!ihiiti‘l

R ANC H R A
TERRAIN MANASEMENT FLAN

B Sank
_ rgo..uo.u
=

i




P PHASE 1: £.68 ACRES
2. HO WILD DR EXOTIC AMIMALS SHALL BE KEPT ON THE PROPERTY. THE NUMBER DF AHMALS
KEPT AT AMY ONE TN SHALL BE LIUITED TO THE CAPACITY OF THE INDOOR FACHITES, EXISTING DNRT ROAD L] YARD HYDRANT
1, AL ASMALS KEPT OHTHE PROPERTY SHALL HAVE THE REQUNSITE HEALTHCERTIFICATES B TRansFORMER BUILEING BQUARE FOOTAGEADT COVERAGE
AS REQUIRED BY THE NEW MEXICO ADMBESTRATIVE CODE.

NOTES AND CONDITIONS LEGEND UTILITY LEGEND SITE DATA 2
InTRAREORTATICH CPAIRMLS T Al RO RE P PEATY VLA BEMI-TRARLER TRUCKS . e —— et~ OVERMEAD UTLITY LAND AREA: 2.5 ACRES g&&w

PHABE 1: £ 13,000 B F./3.73% EXISTING LOT COVERAGE
4, ALL EXTERIOR LIGH TING SHALL BE SHELDED AND DOWN LIT PERL THE BANTA FE COUNTY o FOUND POINT/EET POINT

5, NQ MOIVIDUAL NON-RESIDENTIAL BURDING SHALL EXCEED 12,000 BOUARE FEET, < EXISTING EXTERIOR SCONCE UGHTING
8. THE PHASE 2 DEVELDPMENT PLAN BHALL BE SUBJECT TD REVIEW AND APPROVAL BY THE
COUNTY DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE.
7. AHIMAL WASTE SHALL BE STORED N A CONTAMER AMD REMOVED FROM THE SITE WEEHLY,
& WELL WITHORAWAL FOR THE PHASE 1 WATER SUPPLY SHALL BE LIMITED TO
023 ACRE FEET PER YEAR.
2. DALY HOURS OF OPERATION SHALL BE 700 AM UNTR 1000 P 4L

LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE. ¥ WELL .lvc-nﬂnﬁﬂ
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EVERGREEN PLANTING DETAIL
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7.1.2 The use is compati
development permitt

7.2 Submuttals and Review

SECTION 8 - OTHER DEVELOPMENT

8.1 Uses Permitted

All uses not otherwise regulated by the Code are permitted anywhere in the County. Such uses
specifically include. but are not limited to utilities, parking facilities, and cemetenes.

§.2 Submittals. Reviews and Standards

Uses regulated by this Section 8 shall be considered large scale if they involve the grading and
clearing of 10 or more acres. contiguously or cumulatively, and small scale if less disturbance of
the land is involved. Development standards and criteria and submittal requirements arc sel
forth in Sub-sections 4.4 and 4.5.

8.3 A development permit shall not be required for, and provisions of the Code shall not apply
to, utility easements, utility rights-of-way, and construction of utility line extensions.

In addition to the above requirements. any development involving a water or sewer utility must be
in conformance 1o an adopted Community Land Use and Utility Plan. unless system capacity is
limited to that needed (0 serve existing development.

ECTION 9 - PARKING REQUIREMENTS

Wholesale

Office & Community Fags Jovee pius 1 per 300 sq. fi.

Medical O

EXHIBIT

g 3 _ il - 87
l\

ARTICLE Il - ZONING REGULATIONS 3
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4.8 Common Promotional Plans

common promotiongf ivi y. it i ! docs
cnnstnute a cggfon promotional plan, the project shall comply with the procedures provided

SECTION 5 - PROCEDURES AND SUBMITTALS

5.1 Pre-application Procedures
Prior to the filing of an application for approval of a preliminary plat. the subdivider shall confer

with the Code Administrator to become acquainted with these subdivision regulations. At this
pre-application conference. the subdivider shall be advised of the following:
1. Subinittals required by the Code.

2. Type and/or class of the proposed subdivision.

3. Individuals and/or agencies that will be asked to review the required submittals.

4. Required improvetnents.

5. Conditions under which Master Plans and Development Plans are required as described in
Sections 5.2 and 7.

6. A determination will be made as 1o the appropriate scale and formal for plans and ptats and

as to the appropriateness of applicable submittal requircments.
5.2 Mastcr Plan Procedure

5.2.1 lntroduction and Bescription
a. Master plans are required in the following cases:

i. Al Type I. Type 11. and Type IV subdivisions with more than one developmeni
phasc or tract.

ii. Asrequired in Article 11T for developments other than subdivisions. and

iii. Such other projects which may elect to apply for master plan approval.

b. A master plan is comprehensive in cstablishing the scope of a project. vet is less
detailed than a development plan. 1t provides a means for the County Development
Review Commitiee and the Board 1o review projects and the subdivider 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.

c. The master plan submittal will consist of both plans and written reports which include
the information required in 5.2.2 below. A typical submittal would include a viciniry
map. a plan showing existing site data. a conceptual environmental plan with written
documentation. a master plan map, a master plan report. a schematic utilitics plan and
the phasing schedule. Maps and rcports may be combined or expanded upon at the
discretion of the applicant to fit the particutar development proposal as long as the
relevant information is inctuded.

5.2.2 Master Plan Submittals

a. Vicinitv Map. A vicinity map drawn at a scale of not more than 2,000 feet to onc inch
showing contours at twenty (20) foot intervals showing the relationship of the sile to
its gencral surroundings, and the location of all existing drainage channels, water
courses and water bodies located on the parcel and within three miles of the Parcel.

V-3

ARTICLE V - SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS g Exgarr N%B - 2 3
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The locations of all Federal, State, or County Roads within one thousand (1000) feet
of the parcel shall be shown. In addition. location of future highways and arterials as
designated on the appropriale masier plan for roads in the County (sce 3-19-9
N.M.S.A. 1978) shal! be shown.

b. Existing Site Data. A description of existing conditions on or adjacent to the site.
Maps shall be at a scale of one (1} inch to one hundred (100} feet or other appropriate
scale as determined by the Code Administrator and shall inciude the following:

1) Boundary lines: bearings and distances. The error of closure shall be of a third
order survey, and no discrepancy between computed and measured distances shall
exceed one (1) part in 1,280 parts;

2) Easements: Location, width and purpose,

3) Streets or Roads on and immediately adjacent to the tract, name and right-of-way
widti.

4) Utilities on and immediately adjacent to the tract;

5) Owners of record of unplatted land and existing subdivision plats by name and
recordation, together with owners of record for affected lots shall be shown for
property within one-hundred (100) feet of that tract not including public rights-
of-ways.

6) Title and certificates: Present tract designations according to official records in
the County Clerk's Office, title under which the proposcd development is to be
recorded with name and address of owner. notation siating acreage. scale. true
and magnetic north arrow, U.S.G.S. datum and benchmarks, if any, certification
of the engineer or land surveyor licensed in accordance with the laws of the State
of New Mexico who prepared the plat.

7) Proof of legal access from a county or slalc road as required by the Code.

c. Conceptual environmental plan shall include. when approprialc:
1) Graphic representation of existing topography. natural features, slopes, and
floodplains.
2) Soils maps and rcports (SCS)
3) Recreational and/or open space plan. or landscape concepts.
4) Liquid waste disposal plan, and
5) Water Supply plan.

d. Master plan map(s) showing the proposed devclopment in sketch form. including:

1) Proposed major vehicular and pedestrian circulation system.

2) Designation and description of proposed land uscs, including information about .
residential uscs by type, area and density, and information about office. general
commercial and industrial uses by arca and iniensity of development. Mixed uses
shall not be prohibited,

3) Logical and natural boundaries defining development limitations, and

4) Any proposed sites for schools or other community facilities.

e. A phasing schedule shall be included in the master plan giving a general description
of each phase of the development.

f A schematic utiliies plan showing location. locational cross sections, and
approximate linc sizes. 1t is recognized that there may be changes in the final utilities
plan due to the requircments of utility companies or fina! engineering plans and
specifications.
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g Master plan report which includes the following:

1) A general description of the project, existing development on the parcel, location,
adjacent properties, acreage, lot coverage, access, traffic impacts. terrain
management. soils, landscaping, outside lighting. parking, signage. waler. liquid
waste, solid waste. archaeological sites and fire protection measures:

2) If appropriate, market analysis and economic impact report which address:
demand, projected sales and build-out; identifies a trade arca; estimates retail
sales and potential. and identifies the scalc and extent of local competition.

3) Preliminary fiscal impact estimates of net local public costs. including capital
outlay and operating expenses, and revenues attributable to the proposed project.

4) Preliminary environmental assessment, which identifies the possible effecis of
proposed development on natural resources or natural features. This may be
combined wilh Section 5.2.2.c of this Article. :

5) A written preliminary traffic report prepared by a licensed traffic engineer or
other qualified expent acceptable o the Code Administrator.

6) Description of concepts for restrictive covenants proposed for the development if
applicable. outlining the areas and extent of restriction or regulation. Detailed
covenants are not required at this Gme.

7) Schools impact report. A written report which projects the effects the proposed
project will have on public schools, and which includes:
¢ the proposed number. size, and price of residential units within the project:

e a description of the project’s target market; and

« where applicable, any special educational needs of the project’s school-aged

residents.

The rcport will also identify the schools that service the arca of the proposed
project and their boundaries. the transportation available to those schools. and a
list of any pending or approved residential developments within those schools”
boundaries. Copies of the schools impacts notice shali be submitted Lo the school
district in which the project is located and to the Code Administrator.

5.2.3 Master Plan Revigw

The master plan shall be submitted to the Code Administrator or his authorized
representative with a written application for approval. The Code Administrator will
review the plan and submit analysis. written comments and a recommendation (o the
County Development Review Committee and the Board. Master plans shall be reviewed by
the County Development Review Committee which shall make determinations regarding
compliance with the County General Plan or the Extraterritorial Plan and the Code and
shall forward the plan to the Board with the Committec's recommendation. The Board
may adopt. amend, supplement, or reject the County Development Review Comimittee
recommendation.

5.2.4 Master Plan Approval
a. The approved master plan shall show the area of residential use and general density

measured in dwelling units per acre of land. less dedicated or conveyed rights of-way,
and the area and intensity of commercial and industrial use measured in gross square
feet of building area or maximum gross floor area ratio. These shall constitute the
maximum permitted number of dwelling units and maximum permitted arca and
intensity of commercial or industrial use.

b. The County Development Review Committec and Board shall consider the following
criteria in making determinations and recommendations for approval or amendment
of master plans:

1. Conformance to County and Extraterritorial Plan,
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Suntability of the site to accommodale the proposed development:

Suitability of the proposed uses and intensity of development at the location:
Impact to schools. adjacent lands or the County in general:

Viability of proposed phases of the project to function as completed developments
in the case that subsequent phases of the project are not approved or construcied.
Conformance to applicable law and County ordinances in effect at the time of
consideration. including required improvements and community facilities and
design and/or construction standards.

@ s
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5.2.5 Filing of Approved Master Plan
The approved master plan with maps which has been approved by and received signatures

of the County Development Review Commitiee Chairman and Board Chairman shall be
filed of record at the County Clerk's Office.

5.2.6 Amendments and Futurc Phase Approvals

a. Approval of the master plan is intended to demonstrate that the development concept
is acccptable and that further approvals are likely unless the detailed development
plans cannot meet the requirements of applicable law and County ordinances in effect
al that time. Each phase of the development plan must be considered on its own
merits.

b. The Code Administrator may approve minor changes to the master plan. Any
substantial change in land use or any increase in density or intensity of development
in the approved master plan requires approval by the County Development Review
Committee and the Board.

¢.  Any changes approved by the Code Administrator pursuant to Section 5.2.6b of this
Antcle shall be subject to the review and approval of County Development Review
Committec and the Board at the time of development plan or plat approval.

d. The phasing schedule may be modified by the Board at the request of the developer as
economic circumstances require as long as there is no adverse impact to the overall
master plan. (See Anticle V. Section 4.5)

5.2.7 Expiration of Master Plan
a.  Approval of a master plan shall be considered valid for a period of five vears from the

datc of approval by the Board.

b. Master plan approvals may be renewed and cxtended for additional two vear periods
by the Board at the request of the developer.

c. Progress in the planning or development of the project approved in the master plan
consistent with the approved phasing schedule shail constitute an automatic renewal
of the master plan approval. For the purpose of this Section. "progress" means the
approval of preliminary or final devclopment plans, or preliminary or final
subdivision plats for any phase of the master planned project.

History. 1980 Comp. 1980-6. Sections 4.4. 4.5, 5.1 and 5.2 were amended by County
Ordinance 1987-1 to provide for the submittal of a master plan.

mitted for Type-I, Type-II, Type-IIl, exccpt Type-1ll
icw under summary procedure as set forth in
on 5.5 of this Section, and Ty subdivisions.
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