SANTA FE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

. COMMISSION CHAMBERS COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
REGULAR MEETING
(Administrative Items) 2082543

II.
IIL.
IV,

SRS

January 29, 2002 - 10:00 a.m.

Amended Agenda
et ,%f"j;ﬁ

Call to Order

Roll Call
Pledge of Allegiance
Approval of Agenda
A. Amendments < WW'Q
B. Tabled or Withdrawn Items “JlM

. Approval of Minutes ~— S % | ’3-3'0 3_.

Consent Calendar:

Request Authorization to Accept and Award a Price Agreement to the
Lowest Responsive Bidder, IFB 22-09 Codification/Compilation Services for
Santa Fe County (Attorney’s Office)

Resolution No. 200227 A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the General
Fund (101)/Underage Drinking Grant Program to Budget a Grant Received
From the New Mexico Highway & Transportation Department for
Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (Community & Health Development
Department) K,

Resolution No. 2002 = A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the Indigent
Fund (220) to Budget a Memorandum of Agreement with St. Vincent’s
Hospital for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (Community & Health
Development Departm 9
Resolution No. 2002 —“A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the EMS
Health Care Fund (232) to Budget a Grant Received From the Kellogg
Foundation for Expendlture in Fiscal Year 2002 (Community & Health
Development Departm .Qﬂ h

Resolution No. 2002-“ ‘A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the State
Special Appropriations Fund (318) to Budget Fiscal Year 2001 Cash Balance
for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (Community & Health Development
Department)

Resolution No. 2002 L A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the Correction
Fees Fund (201) to Budget Fiscal Year 2001 Cash Balance for Expenditure in
Fiscal Year 2002 (Cou Lrty Manager’s Office)

Resolution No. 2002 Y A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the General
Fund (101) and Federal Forfeiture Fund (225)/Region III Program to Budget
Federal Forfeiture Proceedings Received for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002
(County Sheriff’s Office) ,
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Resolution No. 2002 1k A Resolution requesting a Transfer from the General

— Fund (101) to the Valuation Fund (203), Road Maintenance Fund (204),
Water Enterprise Fund (505) and the Housing Enterprise Fund (517) for a

Salary Adjustment Incentive Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (Finance

Department) b
I. Resolution No. 2002 —~ A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the General

Grant Review Received from the St. Vincent Hospital Community Services

,Jrl*’}‘ Fund (101)/Fire Administration to Budget Sale of Fixed Asset Proceeds and

Network Department’s Sole Community Provider Implementation Team for
Expenditure in Fiscal Yg, ar 2002 (Fire Department)
A

Resolution Requesting an Increase to the Fire

Resolution No. 2002
/ Protection Fund (209)/Various Fire Districts to Budget Fire Impact Fees for
Expenditure in Fiscal gear 2002 (Fire Department)

—. K. Resolution No. 200271

A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the Fire Tax

\‘/ Fund (222) to Budget Fiscal Year 2001 Cash Balance for Expenditure in

0/ Fiscal Year 2002 (Fire Department)
L. Request Authorization to Enter into a Professional Service Agreement #22-

———

130-FD with HRJ Architecture, LLC, for Professional Design Services of the
/ Glorieta Fire Sub-Statign (Fire Department)

M. Resolution No. 2002 274 Resolution Requesting a Transfer from the Fire Tax
4% Fund (222) to the Community Development Block Grants Fund (250) for
0 Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (Project and Facilities Management
Department) .
VII. Presentations and Awards:

. ~.A. Presentation on the Santa Fe Care Connection Behavioral Health Model .
_— B. Presentation and Report of FY 2001 Financial Andit and Financial
Statements
VIII. Administrative Items:
A. Committee Expirations/Resignations/Vacancies:

1.
2.

Resignations of COLTPAC Committee Members
Resignations of Santa Fe Maternal and Child Health Planning
Council Members .

B. Committee Appointments:

1.
2.

3.
4.

Re-Appointments to the COLTPAC Committee .
Appointments of the Santa Fe Maternal and Child Healt

Council Members
Re-Appointment Applications for the DWI Planning Councll )
Road Advisory Committee Re—Appomtment —

IX. Staff and Elected Officials' Items:

A. Clerks Office i

o

Resolution No. 2002 — A Resolution Amending Resolution No. 2001-
58 Designating the Precincts in Santa Fe County, New Mexico

B. Commumtv and Health Development Department

oC

._/

Resolution No. 2002 {5 A Resolution Recognizing the 10™
Anniversary of the Maternal and Child Health Planning Council
and the Council’s Work on Behalf of Childbearing Women and
Families and Supporting the New Mexico Association of County
Maternal and Child Health Council’s 2002 Annual Update to the
New Mexico State Legislature Requesting an Expansion of Funding

2
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. Request Approval of the Santa Fe County Maternal and Child
olC Health Plan Update

. Requ irection for Qualifyinander the Community
/( 0 College District Ordina :
4. Request Approval of the Santa Fe County Maternal and Child

dZ/Health Proposal to the New Mexico Department of Health for
Funding Under the County Maternal and Child Health Plan Act .
5. Request Authorization to Enter into a Lease Agreement With
Diamond Development, Inc. for Office Space to House the DWI
\“ Rereening Program
., Request Approval of Distribution/Grant Application to DFA for
Local DWI Funds
7. Request Approval of DWI Detoxification/Treatment Grant
Agreement No.01-X-1-G-27 with DFA
8., Resolution No. 2002 -JPA Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
General Fund (101)/DWI Detoxification Grant Program to Budget a
' Grant Awarded Through the New Mexico Department of Finance
and Administration for Expenditure in Fiscal year 2002
C. Land Use Department
1. Request Authorization to Publish Title and General Summary of an
Amendment to Ordinance #1996 — 10, Santa Fe County Land
B\Q/ Development Code, Article IIL, Section 4.4.4c (Maximum Height for
Commercial & Industrial Non-Residential Districts) and Article ITI,
Section 6.3.4 (Maximum Height for Large Scale Residential Uses)
D. Utilities Department S
\L/l. Status of Waterline Extension Project for Entrada L.a Cienega (CR-
0 50F) and Paseo C de Baca (CR-50) area of La Cienega
E. Pudblic Works Department ' : '
equest Authorization to Install a 3-Way Stop at the Intersection of
Agua Fria Road and Henry Lynch Road Near the Village of Agua
- Fria '
. Solid Waste Program Updat

3. Reques roval of Change~Qrder Number Ohe for the Gounty
/f(rw Road 64-L YRichards Avenue) Road Improvemeh{ Projects\—
EMCO
F. Matters from the County Manager., Estevan LopezZ
./ 1. Request Authorization to Appropriate $250,000 of Commission
!( Capital Outlay Funds for Expenditure in FY 2002
2. Request Authorization to Finalize Negotiations With the Bureau of
Prisons and Cornell Corrections for an Intergovernmental
Agreement for Care of Juveniles at the Santa Fe County Juvenile
Detention Center
3. Resolution No. 2002 — A Resolution Calling for Cooperation
Between the City and the County of Santa Fe for Funding of a
Surface Water Diverlggn Project at the Rio Grande
. Resolution No. 2002+ A Proclamation Calling for a Special Election
to be Held on April 2, 2002, Concerning Whether to Impose County
Capital Outlay Gross Receipts Tax
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G. Matters from the Commission
. Resolution No. 2002 — A Resolution Regardlng the Proposed Santa
Fe County, New Mexico County Improvement District (Rancho
Viejo Heights), Directing C.R. Walbridge & Associates, P.E.,
Engineers, to Prepare, Submit and File with the County Clerk
Certain Preliminary Plans,  Estimates of Costs, and Plats with
Addendum, all in Conngction Therewith
2. Resolution No. 2002 & A Resolution Supporting State Legislation
‘Allowing All Counties in the State of New Mexico the Option to
0 Exercise a Local Electlon Imposmg a Local Option Liquor Excise
Tax
H. Matters of Public Concern - NON-ACTION ITEMS
I. Matters from the County Attorney, Steven Kopelman

/( Expand the Servi

Fe County and to Increase
County
2 Resolution No. 2002 — A Resolution Determining Reasonable Notice
for Public Meetings of the Santa Fe Board of County
W Commissioners and all Commissions, Committees, Agencies or any
Other Policy-Making Bodies Appointed by or Acting Under the
Authority of the Board of County Commissioners
3. Executive Session
a. Discussion of Pending or Threatened Litigation

vm—& i Santa Fe Ski Company vs. Santa Fe County
e

ii. Tapia vs. Santa Fe County

iii. Paule vs. Santa Fe County
iv. Board of County Commission vs. M & R Sand &
Gravel

b. Discussion of Possible Purchase, Acquisition or Disposal of
Real Property or Water Rights
X. ADJOURNMENT

The County of Santa Fe makes every practical effort to assure that its meetings and programs are accessible to the
physically challenged. Physically challenged individuals should contact Santa Fe County in advance to discuss any special
needs (e.g., interpreters for the hearing impaired or readers for the sight impaired).
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SANTA FE

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

REGULAR MEETING

January 29, 2002

Paul Duran, Chairman
Jack Sullivan, Vice Chairman
Paul Campos
Javier Gonzales [late arrival]
Marcos Trujillo
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SANTA FE COUNTY

REGULAR MEETING

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

January 29, 2002

This regular meeting of the Santa Fe Board of County Commissioners was called to
order at approximately 10:30 p.m. by Chairman Paul Duran, in the Santa Fe County
Commission Chambers, Santa Fe, New Mexico.

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

Members Present: Members Absent:
Commissioner Paul Duran, Chairman None
Commissioner Marcos Tryjillo

Commissioner Javier Gonzales [late arrival]

Commissioner Paul Campos

Commissioner Jack Sullivan

m. INVOCATION

An invocation was given by Pastor Dudley O’Dell from the Santa Fe Baptist Church.

IV. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
A. Amendments
B. Tabled or withdrawn items

ca: Are there any amendments to the agenda, Estevan?

ESTEVAN LOPEZ (County Manager): Mr. Chairman, there are a couple of
additions to the agenda. You should have before you an amended agenda that’s modified from
what was in your packet. The first addition is under IX. F. 3, under Matters from the County
Manager and it’s a resolution calling for cooperation between the City and the County of Santa
Fe for funding of a surface water diversion project at the Rio Grande. What had been IX. I. 3.
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Santa Fe County

Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of January 29, 2002
Page 2

2082549

a. 4 in executive session, we've added discussion of pending or threatened litigation regarding
the Board of County Commissioners v. M & R Sand and Gravel.

Also there is one minor typographical change made to item IX. F, and it’s now number
4, That caption now reads A proclamation calling for a special election to be held on April 2,
2002 concerning whether to impose County capital outlay gross receipts tax.

There are also a couple of items that we’d like to get tabled if you’re ready to go on to
that.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: We’re going to go into executive session at 12:00, so
wherever we are on the agenda we’re going to move into executive session. So how about
tabled or withdrawn items?

MR. LOPEZ: Mr. Chairman, we have three items that we’re going to request
that be tabled today. The first is item IX. B. 3, which was the requesting direction for
qualifying buyers under the Community College District Ordinance. We have a pretty lengthy
agenda including a number or presentations, and the primary reason for requesting this tabling
is to try to move through this agenda efficiently and be done with all of the business that needs
to happen.

The next item that we’d like to have tabled is IX. E. 3. Request approval for change
order number one on County Road 64-L, Road improvements project. And that, this morning
we discovered an error in that document and we’d like to go back and fix it and present it at the
next Board meeting. And the final item that we’d like tabled is IX. I. 1, and that’s the
resolution amending the Resolution 1999-98 to expand the service area of ComCast
Cablevision, Inc.

Those are the items that we request be tabled today, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Okay. And Commissioner Campos has requested that
perhaps a few things on the agenda be moved forward in case he needs to leave early.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr, Chairman, I would like to move forward
the discussion about the GRT, the quarter percent, to maybe right after lunch. Is thata
problem?

MR. LOPEZ: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Campos, not from staff’s
perspective.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Do we have a public notice problem? Because
we did issue an agenda where it is towards the end.

STEVE KOPELMAN (County Attorney): Mr. Chairman, Commissioner
Campos, first of all, it’s not a public hearing item at this stage, so there’s no legal impediment
at all to moving it.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: So what number is that?

MR. LOPEZ: IX. F. 4, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: So that’s right after lunch? Right after we come out of
executive?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: That’s what I would suggest, Mr. Chairman.

PEBZ-LT-80 OMITH0I34 H4370 245



Santa Fe County

Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of January 29, 2002
Page 3

2082550

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Okay. Any other changes? Any other Commissioners
would like to amend the agenda? What’s the pleasure of the Board?

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Move for approval, Mr. Chairman, as
amended.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Second.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any further discussion? Those in favor signify by
saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed? Motion carries. [Commissioner Gonzales was not
present for this action.]

V. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: November 20, 2001

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any changes to those minutes?

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: If not Mr. Chairman, move for approval.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Second.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: There’s been a motion and a second. Any further
discussion? Those in favor signify by saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed? Motion
carries. [Commissioner Gonzales was not present for this action.]

January 8, 2002

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Are there any changes to the minutes of January 8,
20027

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I have a couple of minor housekeeping
changes which I can give to the recorder.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: That’s okay with me. How about the Board?
Okay. What’s the pleasure of the Board?

COMMISSIONER TRUIJILLO: Move for approval, Mr. Chairman.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Second.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: There’s a motion and a second. Any further
discussion? Those in favor signify by saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed? Motion
carries. [Commissioner Gonzales was not present for this action.]

V. CONSENT CALENDAR
A, Request Authorization to Accept and Award a Price Agreement to the
Lowest Responsive Bidder, IFB 22-09 Codification/Compilation Services
for Santa Fe County (Attorney’s Office)
B. Resolution No. 2002-03. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
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General Fund (101)/Underage Drinking Grant Program to Budget a
Grant Received From the New Mexico Highway & Transportation
Department for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (Community & Health
Development Department)

Resolution No. 2002-04. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
Indigent Fund (220) to Budget a Memorandum of Agreement with St.
Vincent’s Hospital for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (Community &
Health Development Department)

Resolution No. 2002-08. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
EMS Health Care Fund (232) to Budget a Grant Received From the
Kellogg Foundation for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (Community &
Health Development Department)

Resolution No. 2002-09. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
State Special Appropriations Fund (318) to Budget Fiscal Year 2001
Cash Balance for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (Community &
Health Development Department)

Resolution No. 2002-10. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
Correction Fees Fund (201) to Budget Fiscal Year 2001 Cash Balance
for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (County Manager’s Office)
Resolution No. 2002-11. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
General Fund (101) and Federal Forfeiture Fund (225)/Region III
Program to Budget Federal Forfeiture Proceedings Received for
Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (County Sheriff’s Office)

Resolution No. 2002-12. A Resolution requesting a Transfer from the
General Fund (101) to the Valuation Fund (203), Road Maintenance
Fund (204), Water Enterprise Fund (505) and the Housing Enterprise
Fund (517) for a Salary Adjustment Incentive Expenditure in Fiscal
Year 2002 (Finance Department)

Resolution No. 2002-05. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
General Fund (101)/Fire Administration to Budget Sale of Fixed Asset
Proceeds and Grant Review Received from the St. Vincent Hospital
Community Services Network Department’s Sole Community Provider
Implementation Team for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (Fire
Department)

Resolution No. 2002-06. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the Fire
Protection Fund (209)/Various Fire Districts to Budget Fire Impact Fees
for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (Fire Department)

Resolution No. 2002-13. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
Fire Tax Fund (222) to Budget Fiscal Year 2001 Cash Balance for
Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (Fire Department)

request Authorization to Enter into a Professional Service Agreement
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#22-130-FD with HRJ Architecture, LLC, for Professional Design
Services of the Glorieta Fire Sub-Station (Fire Department)

M. Resolution No. 2002-07. A Resolution Requesting a Transfer from the
Fire Tax %% Fund (222) to the Community Development Block Grants
Fund (250) for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (Project and Facilities
Management Department)

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Are there any items on the Consent Calendar that
any of the Commissioners would like to isolate for further discussion?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Just for a little more information I would ask
for item VI. A, D, F, and H. Those are just for additional information,

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner Sullivan?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman, I needed some additional
information on E, F, and G, and K and L. T guess that leaves B and C and I and J and M
as untouched.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: So the Chair will entertain a motion to approve B,
C,1,Jand M,

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So moved.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: TI'll second it.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: There’s a motion and a second. Any further
discussion? Those in favor signify by saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed? Motion
carries. [Commissioner Gonzales was not present for this action.]

VI. A. Request Authorization to Accept and Award a Price Agreement to the
Lowest Responsive Bidder, IFB 22-09 Codification/Compilation Services
for Santa Fe County (Attorney’s Office)

MR. KOPELMAN: Mr, Chairman, I think either Katherine or I could
address any questions you have.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Kopelman, just generally, what is this
effort designed to—a total codification of all County ordinances?

MR. KOPELMAN: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Campos, that’s correct.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Is this just the beginning step, because
you’re paying someone $9,000 to do what?

MR. KOPELMAN: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner, it’s probably going to
go over the amount that we have. We have more money encumbered. But when we put
this out for bid we didn’t have—we gave them less information. We said there were less
ordinances than we thought we had. So we’ll go over that in all likelihood. But this is
going to be a full codification so that hopefully the end product, when everything is said
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and done will be one volume that will have all County ordinances codified according to
subject matter.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: What is your time line on this? Do you
expect to do it this year? In a couple of years?

MR. KOPELMAN: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner, I believe that we should
have the volume at least ready to be reviewed, hopefully by the end, I believe of this fiscal
year, although it’s going to be an ongoing process to make amendments and to update.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Thank you. I have no other questions, Mr.
Chairman. I’d move to approve item VI. A.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Second, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any further discussion? Those in favor signify by
saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed? Motion carries. [Commissioner Gonzales was not
present for this action.]

V. D. Resolution No. 2002-08. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
EMS Health Care Fund (232) to Budget a Grant Received From the
Kellogg Foundation for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (Community &
Health Development Department)

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner Campos, you had a question on
that?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Just general information. If I could get a
little bit of context on that.

ROBERT ANAYA (Community and Health Development Director): Mr.
Chairman, Commissioner Campos, this is a grant that we received through the Kellogg
Foundation that helps with our health planning process. We’ve utilized the grant money
primarily to fund a consultant that’s been helping work directly with the Health Planning
Commission on the Health Plan. That Health Plan has been discussed with the
Commission and we’d like to use this balance of money to help primarily to continue the
services that the Shaning and Associates have been providing. I stand for any questions.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any questions, Commissioner?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Thank you. Move for approval of VI. D,
Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Second, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Those in favor signify by saying “aye.”
[Unanimous] Opposed? Motion carries. [Commissioner Gonzales was not present for this
action. ]

VL. E. Resolution No. 2002-09. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
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State Special Appropriations Fund (318) to Budget Fiscal Year 2001
Cash Balance for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (Community &
Health Development Department)

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Was this Commissioner Campos or Sullivan?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Sullivan.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: My question on this, Mr. Chairman, was
what is this grant about? It was an $80,000 grant and from the number it looks like it’s a
CDBG grant awarded back in 1999. And I was just questioning what we were doing if
that’s grant still open or what was the goal of that grant and what’s the status of it.

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, this grant was a
grant that we work with, our youth providers, specifically, the Boys and Girls Club helped
us. We lobbied the legislature. It’s a state appropriation. We were able to procure
computers for four sites. All four sites that the Boys and Girls Club operates, both here in
the City and the three public housing sites. It was for computer services, computer
equipment, I should say. We had a balance of $1000. We do a lot of presentations within
the department and throughout the county, so want to utilize the balance to help us procure
a proxima to help with all of the boards and commissions and staff on presentations. I
stand for questions.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So the grant, Robert, the grant was to
provide computer equipment and so forth to the Girls and Boys Club?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, computer

equipment to the Boys and Girls Club and to help with that equipment. We also utilize that .

equipment within those sites and the public housing sites for other things that we have
going on for youth activities, prevention type programs. So it is housed at that County
sites, three County sites and the City site and we just want to get this grant closed and
utilize it for the proxima, which they will be able to utilize as well. The proxima will cost
approximately $8,000. This is a small portion of the total cost of that piece of equipment.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I guess I'm still not clear. The grant was
to the County for computer equipment, and then we used that for the Boys and Girls Club?

I’m a little unclear. You’re talking about now it’s for the public housing, for use at the
public housing sites?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, the grant, we
lobbied jointly with the Boys and Girls Club to provide computer equipment to be placed
primarily at the three public housing sites and the site in the City of Santa Fe. We had a
balance of $1000. We also staff, we also utilize that equipment at the sites when we need
it. But it’s utilized at the three sites. We had $1000 balance to utilize, we want to utilize
it for a proxima. We’ll utilize that with the Boys and Girls Club, for the County Extension
Service, Health Planning Commission, DWI Council, Indigent Fund and any other staff
program that we have or use that’s needed at the County.
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COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So the only involvement of the Boys and
Girls Club was that they helped you lobby for the money. This is not providing computer
equipment to the Boys and Girls Club. It’s providing computer equipment which they and
others can use.

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, the equipment is
County equipment, but the Boys and Girls Club is the primary recipient of that equipment.

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

CHAIRMAN DURAN: To be used at what site? At the sites out in—

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, we’d like to be able to use that proxima—
like I said, the proxima will cost around $8,000. So we’d like to use it within the public
housing sites, within these chambers and any other community type meeting that we have
or presentation that our department and all the rest of the departments would have, to
include County Extension Service and their youth programs and any other youth programs
that work with our County programs.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: So they’re portable devices?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, it’s a device just like the device—

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Okay. Good. Any other questions? What’s the
pleasure of the Board?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Move for approval of item VI. E.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: That’s Resolution No. 2002-9. Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER TRUIJILLO: Second, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any further discussion? Those in favor signify by
saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed? Motion carries. [Commissioner Gonzales was not
present for this action.]

VII. F. Resolution No. 2002-10. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
Correction Fees Fund (201) to Budget Fiscal Year 2001 Cash Balance
for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (County Manager’s Office)

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner Sullivan?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: That’s mine. That was both of ours. Ms.
Miller, this deals with prisoner costs and the Sheriff and exhausting the budget. Could you
tell me a little bit about the background, what’s going on, and what we can expect?
Apparently, they’re still going to need more money down at the end of the fiscal year.

KATHERINE MILLER (Finance Director): Mr. Chairman, Commissioner
Campos, this request, we received funding in the corrections fund and we have cash
balance in there. We’re asking to budget that $42,000 cash balance for care of County
inmates at other facilities. We currently have, I believe, three inmates that are up at San
Miguel. It costs us about $6,000 a month to have those inmates cared for. They are court-
ordered not to be in our facility. It would be our preference to have them in our facility
but we don’t have a choice in that matter. So this is for contract services outside of the
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county. I don’t know for how long we’ll have to incur that expense but until they’re
sentenced to another facility, we’ll have the daily inmate care of those three individuals and
as I said, it’s about $6,000 a month.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: And do you make any projections until the
end of the fiscal year? How much money—do we have the money in the cash budget? Are
we going to need more money?

MS. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Campos, this will take us
through the end of the year on those inmates, but it’s difficult for us to tell if we will have
other inmates in this situation. It all depends on the judges and whether there are other
individuals. We anticipate this will help us. However, we are going to have to come back
with a request for additional funding at our jail for the budget at the jail and I hope to bring
that forward next month as well.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Thank you.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Just one question along those lines. We
have available beds at the County jail. So I'm perplexed about the court order. What does
that say or what does that—

MS. MILLER: Mr, Chairman, Commissioner Trujillo, sometimes for the
safety of an inmate, the judges will require them to be at a facility elsewhere because they
may be testifying against another inmate. At the moment, the judges feel that those
individuals need to be at another facility for their own safety. And Benjie’s actually here.
You could probably ask him a little more detail on that issue, but that’s typically when we
get costs outside of our own facilities, a court order by the judges. We could probably
segregate them in our facility but at the moment, the judges have required us to put them
somewhere else.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Well, that has an impact on our budget
because it’s an out of pocket expense for us and we built the facility ostensibly for the
purpose of accommodating our inmates without having to send them to other facilities and
pay other facilities. So I'm confused that the court would mandate that. And here’s
Benjie, maybe he can—

BENIJIE MONTANO (Undersheriff): Mr. Chairman, Commissioner
Trujillo, what was the question again? I was talking to Greg.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: The question is if we have available beds at
our facility to house County inmates, why does the court mandate that we send our, Santa
Fe County’s inmates to other facilities?

UNDERSHERIFF MONTANO: Mainly what happens is the District
Attorney’s office, or defense attorneys will petition the judge to have these inmates housed
elsewhere. And there are a couple of reasons. Number one, I believe Santa Fe County and
MTC are going to have to prove that they can handle and keep these people safe, and
number two, a lot of times defense attorneys would not like their clients segregated from
other people.

Mr. Parish and I are hopeful that in time we can build the kind of confidence where
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we don’t have to move them, because we do have the type of facility where the inmates
can remain safe. But right now, we’re fighting every time they want to send somebody, in
particular Los Alamos is like $150 a day, or it was I think. Katherine and through County
staff lowered that but we were paying probably over $200 a day there at one time.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: And we have to comply with the court
order?

UNDERSHERIFF MONTANO: Yes sir.

COMMISSIONER TRUIJILLO: Even though we can show that our facility
is as secure as any other facility?

UNDERSHERIFF MONTANO: We have, right now, as everybody knows,
more than enough beds.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Right,

UNDERSHERIFF MONTANO: To accommodate, but honestly, the
bottom line is I think that we have to prove that we can take care of these people. I don’t
think the track record is that good and it’s going to take some time. Maybe talking to the
judges, the Commission talk to the judges, the Manager, but I think that’s been tried. In
fact I know we have and they just feel sometimes for the safety of the inmate and their
attorneys feel that it’s better that they’re housed elsewhere.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Okay.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any other questions? Commissioner Campos?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I understand what the issue is. It would
seem that we could prove to the courts that we’re able to segregate and probably care for
these prisoners so I would suggest a more aggressive approach to the judges. At what
point do we get information from the courts that they’re considering transfer of a prisoner
outside of this jail?

MS. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Campos, as Benjie said it’s
usually a defendant’s attorney that will petition the court to have them assigned elsewhere.

There are several reasons they may do it. It might be other inmates that they feel will
threaten that individual’s safety. It might be the facility itself, but at the moment it’s not
our facility so much as that now that we have a new contractor, it’s going back,
establishing a relationship with that new contractor with the judges that we can provide a
safe area. Greg Parish has been working on that, showing that we can segregate, but as
Benjie says, sometimes they don’t want them segregated. They feel that’s not good for
their client. So it’s a case by case basis as the court order comes forward that we would
have to probably address it with the judges.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Question. Do you get the information
before the court order or afterwards?

MS. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Campos, in Finance I usually
receive it afterwards when I get the bill, but as far as Greg typically does get some
information but I believe it’s probably after the order is to move them elsewhere that we
get that information,
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COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: What'’s the pleasure of the Board?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Move to approve Resolution No. 2002-10.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Second.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any further discussion? Those in favor signify by
saying “aye.” [Commissioners Campos, Sullivan and Duran voted with the motion.]
Opposed? [Commissioner Trujillo voted against.] Motion carries. [Commissioner
Gonzales was not present for this action.]

V. G. Resolution No. 2002-11. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
General Fund (101) and Federal Forfeiture Fund (225)/Region III
Program to Budget Federal Forfeiture Proceedings Received for
Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (County Sheriff’s Office)

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner Sullivan?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman, Katherine, my question
here was, I guess I didn’t understand the jargon. These are revenues received from the sale
of Region III vehicles and $10,721.22 of forfeiture proceedings relating to Region III
program court settlements. Totally over my head. What does all that mean?

MS. MILLER: Mr, Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, these are through
the actions of Region III agents there are seizures and court settlements of their fines and
forfeiture funds from the sale of assets that have to do with all of the Region III drug and
law enforcement activity. These fines and forfeiture funds are restricted by law to what we
can spend them on. It’s based upon the activities of the Region III program. They might
get a vehicle that’s been confiscated, funds that have been awarded through court
proceedings to the County and to this fund. And then, as we receive those funds we come
forward to the Commission to budget them for things like, in this particular case it’s for
undercover agents and for insurance for the contracted employees.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Region III is what?

MS. MILLER: The Region III, in the state I believe there are seven regions
through the Department of Public Safety and we receive federal funds for drug
enforcement and undercover drug busts.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: And we’re a part of Region III, which is
larger than Santa Fe County.

MS. MILLER: We are Region III. And it covers I think four or five
counties, Rio Arriba, Santa Fe, Taos—I don’t remember them all.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: That’s all my questions.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Move for approval, Mr. Chairman.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Second.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Okay. Any further discussion? Those in favor
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signify by saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed? Motion carrics. [Commissioner
Gonzales was not present for this action.]

VI. H. Resolution No. 2002-12. A Resolution requesting a Transfer from the
General Fund (101) to the Valuation Fund (203), Road Maintenance
Fund (204), Water Enterprise Fund (505) and the Housing Enterprise
Fund (517) for a Salary Adjustment Incentive Expenditure in Fiscal
Year 2002 (Finance Department)

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner Campos?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Ms. Miller, could you just give me a little
background information on this one?

MS. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Campos, a couple of months
ago the Commission approved bonus performance incentive pay and when we brought that
budget adjustment forward what we did is we brought—Finance requested a total sum of
money to be budgeted from cash and we put it in general fund, but there was a spread
sheet that actually stated which funds and which employees would be eligible across the
board. This is simply moving, now that those incentives have been given, moving the
correct amounts to the funds where those employees are paid out of. It’s more
administrative. It’s actually not any additional money or anything different from what we
brought forward before but whenever we move across funds, I have to bring that to the
Commission. So this is just moving that budgeted cash that we brought into general fund
over to the funds where it was actually expended for those employees.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Katherine, I have a question. It’s my
understanding that each department head had to bring their allocated amount to the County
Manager for his review and approval?

MS. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, that’s correct. Every performance incentive
had to meet a particular criteria that was set by the Board, and then those individually all
had to be approved. They went through Personnel to make sure that it met the criteria,
then through Finance to make sure that the funding was there and then to the County
Manager to make sure that it was appropriate distribution.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Great. Thank you very much. Any other
questions? What’s the pleasure of the Board?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Move to approve Resolution 2002-12.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Second, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: There’s a motion and a second. Any further
discussion? Those in favor signify by saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed? Motion
carries. [Commissioner Gonzales was not present for this action.]

VI. K. Resolution No. 2002-13. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
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Fire Tax Fund (222) to Budget Fiscal Year 2001 Cash Balance for
Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (Fire Department)

M. Resolution No. 2002-07. A Resolution Requesting a Transfer from the
Fire Tax %% Fund (222) to the Community Development Block Grants
Fund (250) for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2002 (Project and Facilities
Management Department)

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner Sullivan?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My general
question was what the nature of this is and whether it’s prudent to intermix CDBG funds
with fire tax funds. Obviously it is or you wouldn’t request it, so I need a little further
explanation of that.

STAN HOLDEN (Fire Chief): Mr. Chairman, members of the
Commission, Commissioner Sullivan, there is no CDBG funds in this resolution. This is
specifically fire fund related. It’s fire excise tax related fund 222.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I guess I misunderstood. It says requested
the transfer of budget from fire tax fund to the Community Development Block Grant
fund.

CHIEF HOLDEN: That must have been a transcription error when they
were doing the BAR information in Finance. It’s not CDBG funds. It is strictly fire tax
money that’s being budgeted. You’d have to ask Ms. Miller about that.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I see it’s budgeted for water tanks and
hydrants at the Arroyo Seco Teen Center.

CHIEF HOLDEN: Oh, I'm sorry. I thought we were on item K.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Maybe I'm on the wrong one.

CHIEF HOLDEN: M, I believe was approved, but I'd be happy to answer
that question anyway, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: We’re on item K. Did you want to continue that
questioning?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I got my numbers mixed up. I think we
already approved M. But I was—I did question that.

CHIEF HOLDEN: I’d be happy to answer the question, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Please do so.

CHIEF HOLDEN: Mr, Chairman, members of the Commission,
Commissioner Sullivan, that specific increase was the result of a request from the Fire
Department to the project manager at the time of construction. What we wanted to do was
increase the size of the storage tank and add fire hydrants to support the surrounding
community. We had no storage system in the area and we had no hydrant in the area. So
what we did in conjunction with this County project, was use County fire protection funds
to increase the storage size of the tank and to add a hydrant.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: At the teen center?
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CHIEF HOLDEN: At the teen center.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: And that is a legitimate budget procedure?

CHIEF HOLDEN: Yes sir.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. Everyone’s shaking their head so
I’m comfortable.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: I had a question along those lines. The fire
hydrants in La Puebla that were funded a couple of years ago, aren’t they working?

CHIEF HOLDEN: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Trujillo, yes they are.
You’re talking about the dry hydrants that are in the Santa Cruz River.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: The Santa Cruz River, yes.

CHIEF HOLDEN: Yes, we have a number of those hydrants, the dry
hydrants to do work when there’s adequate flow in the river. Of course when there is no
flow in the river, we can’t draw any water out of it. So this just increases our capacity and
it’s specifically in the area of the teen center.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: In the immediate area.

CHIEF HOLDEN: In that immediate area. So all the surrounding
communities that live within the community center benefit as a result of this, of the
increase in those tanks.

COMMISSIONER TRUIJILLO: Move for approval, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Well, M has been approved. Are we ready to
move to K? .

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: We're ready to move to K if I can find it.

CHIEF HOLDEN: Katherine says it’s back toward the end of the packet.

MS. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, the reason the
caption, the actual m that’s on the caption is K in your packet and that’s why—

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I'm not losing it.

MS. MILLER: No, you’re not. I just noticed that actually item M on the
agenda is placed wrong in the packet. It’s where item K should be and that’s why. I don’t
know what that means as far as approval, but item M on the agenda is the item that
Commissioner Sullivan is questioning and it’s in the packet incorrectly. There’s a split.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: So when we approved M, did we approve M?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I think when you approved M you
approved K.

MS. MILLER: That’s right.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: So which one are we going to discuss now? K?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I wanted to discuss the one that was in the
K position.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Well, let’s discuss that one.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I’ll read it out and then somebody can tell
us what letter it is. It’s three in from the back.

MS. MILLER: Mr, Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, they’re just split.
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So item, on the agenda, item K, which is fund 222, that is the budget adjustment, the very
last one in the Consent section and that’s budgeted cash and special assessments of $68,000
to go for vehicles. And then item M was in your packet the third to last item, and that was
what Stan had just covered.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: And that was the one that I was interested
in. So we’ve covered that and have we approved it or not? Yes, we’ve approved it. So
then we haven’t approved K at all, which is M in my book, which I didn’t have a question
on.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: So is there a motion to approve K?

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: So moved, Mr. Chairman.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Second.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: No further discussion? Those in favor signify by
saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed? Motion carries. [Commissioner Gonzales was not
present for this action.]

VI. L. Request Authorization to Enter into a Professional Service Agreement
#22-130-FD with HRJ Architecture, LLC, for Professional Design
Services of the Glorieta Fire Sub-Station (Fire Department)

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner Sullivan?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Yes, Mr. Chairman, I discussed this a
little bit with Stan last night at our meeting our in Eldorado and T have two basic questions.
One was who is HRJ? Who’s the architect? And secondly was according to the back-up

documentation, the project was put out for proposals twice and no response was received
either time and when individuals were contacted, the architects, they indicated that they felt
the budget was too low so they weren’t responding on it.

Subsequent to that I guess they did find an architect. The third time this HRJ, for a
fee of less than $20,000 and my concern—this is for a substation in Glorieta and my
concern is that we may be poor-boying this thing and we may not have enough money for
architectural design and we may not have enough money for construction, and is that a
good way to start a project? That’s my concern.

CHIEF HOLDEN: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, as far as the
details concerning the proposals, I’ll let Tony Flores from Project Management address
those questions, but as far as the budget, we feel that the budget now is adequate to
complete the project and we believe that the architect that has been contracted with is well
qualified to do the project. But as far as the specific details with the proposals, I'll allow
Mr. Flores to answer those questions.

TONY FLORES (Project Manager): Mr. Chairman, Commissioner
Sullivan, a little background on it. The two proposals that were put out prior that received
no responses, we had less of a budget at that time to be able to complete the project. The
site is, it has some issues with terrain that have been addressed. The Fire Department has
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actually increased the budget as Stan has indicated to allow us to build a 2600 square foot
substation. For clarification, it’s a substation and not our regional headquarters which
have manned people there 24/7. 1t is basically an apparatus bay and a small office
administration area.

To address the HRJ Architects, that’s Mr. Ronald James. He is an architect that
has offices in Santa Fe County and also San Miguel County. We approached four different
architects after the second solicitation to find out what, why we had not received any
proposals, which is very rare for us for an A & E contract. They had indicated budget.
They had indicated terrain. Other issues. We contacted, in addition to the people that we
originally solicited, architects that we had worked with previously, knowing their
background and what they could do for the County.

Mr. James was on that list as somebody that we could contact. He had not
previously put in a proposal packet. He had put in a level of interest. That’s what they
use at the State Purchasing Office. Mr. Saunders and myself have gone through that level
of interest statement. We have reviewed his previous projects. We have reviewed his
qualifications and we feel that we are confident that he can deliver the goods for Santa Fe
County at the contracted price.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Has Mr. James designed fire stations
before?

MR. FLORES: I don’t believe fire stations he has done. He has done
administrative office space. He has done a renovation on a police station, but not fire
stations specifically.

CHIEF HOLDEN: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, if I might. He
has also designed Highway Department facilities for the Road Department, the State
Highway Department, which are very similar to this type of facility. They’re basically
large spaces designed to house apparatus.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So that means you won’t be coming back
for any change orders? Is that what you just testified?

MR. FLORES: What we are testifying today is we have a contract that he
can live up to for a 2600 square foot facility.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

COMMISSIONER TRUIJILLO: Very good.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any other questions?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: One question, Mr, Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: What about the energy efficiency standards?

Are they being applied to this structure?

MR. FLORES: Mr, Chairman, Commissioner Campos, we have included,
as my commitment to the Board a while back, every contact now has language in it that
requires the architect with energy efficiency options. That is a position that we have been
directed as staff from the Board and they are included in every A & E contract that goes
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out,

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Great. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: What’s the pleasure of the Board?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Move for approval, Mr. Chairman.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Second.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: And that’s item L. Any further discussion? Those
in favor signify by saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed? Motion carries,
[Commissioner Gonzales was not present for this action.].

Okay, that concludes the Consent Calendar.

VII. PRESENTATIONS AND AWARDS
A. Presentation on the Santa Fe CARE Connection behavioral health
model

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, in a recent presentation
done by the Secretary of Health for the state of New Mexico, Mr. Valdez, he pointed out
that the largest health problem in the state of New Mexico is substance and alcohol abuse.
Two and a half years ago, the County was working in conjunction with the City of Santa
Fe at that time on the development of a detoxification facility. Two and a half years ago,
we went back out to the community providers, local governments, courts, and other related
entities to come together to figure and move forward on what the problems are and how we
would propose to address those problems. At this time I'd like to call Mark Boschelli
forward to give a presentation and then we would like to obtain your direction as to
whether or not the Commission feels this group has been moving in the right direction.

We meet monthly. This group is very diligent in their efforts to move forward to
address behavioral health issues, including alcohol and substance abuse and mental illness.
Mr. Boschelli.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Robert, I have a question. Does this organization
coordinate their efforts at all with the Indigent Board in the mental health care?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, we have a representative on
the CARE connection that’s on the National Alliance for the mentally ill that has been
participating on a regular basis. We’re also fortunate to have Mr. Fred Sandoval from the
City of Santa Fe on the group as well, who is a national board member that recently took
office this year. So we do have that issue being addressed as part of this group. And we
are working closely with the Community Services Network in addition to the Health
Planning Commission and DWI Council.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Thank you.

MARK BOSCHELLI: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, I'd like to thank you
for allowing us to give this presentation to you to hopefully get your approval. The CARE
Network—it’s called the CARE Connection, I apologize. The CARE Connection stands
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for the Coordinate, the Assessment, the Referral Engage Connection. This connection has
been together for 2 4 years. Currently, members who have been called to the table and
who have approached the table and participated in its design have included St. Vincent
Hospital, RAP, Recovery of Alcoholics Program, the Santa Fe Community Guidance
Center, which is a program of Presbyterian Medical Services, the Lifelink, Santa Fe
CRAFT Network, the United Way of Santa Fe, the Region 2 Behavioral Health Providers,
the Esperanza Shelter, the Santa Fe County Sheriff’s Department, the New Mexico Public
Defenders Office, the Department of Health, the City of Santa Fe Development Division,
the Magistrate Courts, the Municipal Courts, District Courts, the Santa Fe Vet Center,
Millennium Treatment Services, Ayudantes, the National Alliance for the Mentally Il1,
which has a Santa Fe branch, the Santa Fe County Indigent Fund, the Santa Fe Rape Crisis
Center, Crisis Response of Santa Fe, the Physicians Network Association, which is the
medical department at the Santa Fe County Detention Center as well as the Management &
Training Center which operates the Santa Fe Detention Center. All of these members are
advocates, providers of substance abuse issues, as well as mental issues, as well as law
enforcement, as well as the courts.

The history goes back more than 2 %4 years. Many of the participants currently
were part of the planning for a detoxification facility and the current Crisis Response
System within the County of Santa Fe. But this all started approximately five years ago.
It was decided by the participants that a coordination of the current resources 1s needed.
The limited financial resources should be used to support and grow existing services and
not to build and operate a separate detox facility. It was determined by this group that an
assessment center would better serve the community to coordinate assessments, to link and
to track these individuals with behavioral health as well as substance abuse concerns, to the
different levels of community services, including the detention center as well as St. Vincent
Hospital.

In Santa Fe County, the City of Santa Fe has approximately 70,000 individuals.
The county has between 100,000 to 120,000 individuals and it incurs a direct cost of more
than $6.5 million each year addressing both mental health and substance abuse
emergencies. About one in three of the 7,000 phone calls to 911 were alcohol or drug
related.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Could I ask a question, Mr. Chairman.
Going back to your previous slide, what does the assessment center do and how long does
someone stay in that assessment center?

MR. BOSCHELLI: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, we’re going
to be coming to that in around two minutes. And hopefully I'll answer that question.
Almost 3500 annual visits to St. Vincent Hospital emergency room are related to mental
health problems. Another 4600 were attributed to excessive drinking and drug abuse
problems. It costs approximately $300 for the EMS to bring a patient to St. Vincent
Hospital and an average of $600 for a medical patch-up at St. Vincent’s emergency room.
Also, it cost more, around $700 at the Indian Health Services.
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COMMISSIONER TRUIJILLO: The number that you have there, the

70,000 population for the City and the 100,000 for the county. That’s not—is it inclusive?
That implies that it’s 170,000 for the county but it’s not, right? No, it’s not. It’s
inclusive. The 100,000 does include the 70,000 for the city. Okay.

MR. BOSCHELLI: Weekly, we have approximately 42 protective custody
holds and mental health holds going to the Santa Fe County Detention Center. Annually,
that comes out to around 2100, 2184 protective custody and mental health holds.
Protective custody means that a client is placed by law enforcement into the detention
center. There’s no law violation, but the client is intoxicated, is in need of a safe
placement for up to 12 hours is really all an individual stays at the detention center.

A mental health hold is that a client is placed by law enforcement into a protective
setting. Once again, it is due to a mental illness and the individual is in need of safe
protection. The individual is usually brought by law enforcement to the emergency room
where they are evaluated. Within 24 hours after their placement at the detention center
they’re brought back to the emergency room to be re-evaluated again, most likely let lose
to go back into their homes, then usually what happens is they show up at the emergency
room again. This is a repeat, cyclical pattern that we have throughout our whole county.

In Santa Fe, suicide is a large issue. In the United States, suicide is the third
leading cause of death for 15 and 24 year olds. It’s estimated that nationally 500,000
individuals between the age group of 15 and 24 attempt suicide. Suicide attempts in New
Mexico are 60 percent higher than the national rates and in 1997, Santa Fe County led New
Mexico with the highest youth suicide rate, 55.8 per 100,000 individuals.

In Santa Fe County, law enforcement agencies made approximately 160 drunk
driving arrests in the year 2000. There’s a high prevalence of alcoholism and substance
abuse. There’s persistent mental health emergencies. There’s a shortage of accessible,
affordable behavioral health treatment services. There’s a high rate of emergency service
repeat usage. And this domino effect causes behavioral health related crimes including
assaults, rapes, domestic violence, abuse, suicide and the use of fire arms and drunk
driving,

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: This statistic, are the youth demographics
represented in there?

MR. BOSCHELLI: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Trujillo, the youth
demographics are in the 1 through 24. That is traditionally the national numbers they look
at. So that’s what Santa Fe County is compared to around the nation. For 1997 we led,
Santa Fe County led the state of New Mexico in completed youth suicide rates. That has
fluctuated and actually gone down. There’s a downward trend of completed suicide rates.
It has gone down since 1997. Currently it fluctuates a little bit just due to the small
number of actual completed suicides. But it’s compared on a national level per 100,000
individuals.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: And the paradigm does include the youth
demographics. Because I saw in the beginning you showed a list of resources, agencies,
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MR. BOSCHELILI: Yes.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: And I know that Hands Across Cultures
does address specifically youth issues with substance abuse and things like that and I didn’t
see them on the list.

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Trujillo, that’s a very valid
and important point and at the end of the presentation we’re going to have some of the
actual people here present come up and give a brief summary on things that they’re
working on. Relative to the juvenile issue, the juvenile justice board, there’s two
representatives from this Commission on is probably the best suited entity to help deal with
the substance abuse related issues relative to our youth. Mr. Sandoval, the City and the
members of the juvenile justice board are working on that issue so I think we’re going to
be working together in coordination but in tandem with one another but making sure that
we’re working and coordinating together. But we do feel that the CARE Connection will
focus primarily on the adult aspect and that the juvenile justice board will focus more on
the youth aspect. Like I said, I think Mr. Sandoval will be able to elaborate a little on that
point.

MR. BOSCHELLI: Mental illness and substance dependence are brain
diseases that both are similar to physical illnesses. They have nothing to do with
someone’s personal strengths, their will power or their moral fortitude. Both substance
dependence and mental illness have specific symptoms. They can be accurately diagnosed
and can be effectively treated.

The purpose of the CARE Connection is to identify and assist people with
behavioral health or mental health and substance abuse problems under this description,
that means behavioral health, to develop a facility that would be a hub to assess and link
identified populations to the needed community services. The CARE Connection is to
assess, to refer, to link, to provide case management and follow-up on treatment for those
in needs. One of its other goals is to collect data on the targeted population and to bring
together funding sources for a continuum of services throughout the County of Santa Fe.

The goal of the CARE Connection is to increase accessibility and availability for all
persons in need of behavioral health services, in other words, substance abuse and mental
health services, to implement a coordinated behavioral health network to increase
coordination and integration of services throughout the whole County of Santa Fe, to
reduce the inappropriate emergency room encounters, to alternatively place, in other words
to divert from jail, treatment by reducing the number of detentions, protective custody and
mental health holds.

The next goal is to improve behavioral health care services for criminal justice
clients and developing alternative placements, referral sources and behavioral health
services for criminal justice clients. This is the virtual network, Mr. Chairman,
Commissioner Sullivan asked this question. The assessment facility is thought of as a hub.
We anticipate that people would come to the assessment center for a two- to four-hour
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placement. It is not an overnight placement, it is so we’re able to actually screen
individuals through one comprehensive screen to save all the other providers money
throughout our whole county, so that we have one comprehensive assessment which can be
then given to the next provider.

Right now we are incurring great costs by duplicating those assessments over and
over between the courts, between providers, between the hospital, etc. The idea is to
directly case-manage these individuals so that we now that they get linked to our
community providers. To medically screen and service their needs for acute care right
there at the assessment center, once again, it’s a funnel through system. You would be
able to look at this as a hub and a whole wheel system. Everything would go to our
community providers. We would have EMS, the Police Department, as well as the courts,
as well as other providers linking up with the assessment center.

When individuals would be pushed to other providers throughout our community
we would have a whole database on these individuals so that the next provider would be
able to do their assessment which would be more of an abbreviated version of their current
assessments due to their funders, but we would have a whole database so that we would be
set up for funding regarding this type of data.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I have a question, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Could you go back on your slide? Let me
understand how this works. If an individual comes into the assessment center, is that a
separate building, a separate place, or is it within one of the already existing providers’
facilities?

MR. BOSCHELLI: Mr, Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, it is a separate
place. In fact, we are going to be asking for your endorsement of this place out on County
Road 14.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. If that person is under the
influence of drugs or alcohol, and is picked up by the Sheriff or City Police, I would be
hard pressed to see that they would be capable of responding to this screening and inquiry
about their condition and their social security number and their mother’s maiden name
when they’re literally dead drunk on the floor. How do you get someone to respond within
two to four hours to these assessment inquiries.

MR. BOSCHELLI: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, that’s an
excellent question. However, research studies do show that once you start an assessment,
you can start an assessment during the acute phase of an intoxication. We do not anticipate
that the complete assessment would be fully utilized yet. That’s why we’re looking at two
to four hours for the placement. But however, this individual is going to be tracked
through our whole provider network. So the rest of the assessment that needs to be
completed during a more sobriety type of phase can be done at the provider location.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: If someone who was brought in and spent
two to four hours, they’re disoriented, they’re obviously under the influence of something,
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can you tell within four hours what they’re under the influence of? Because you need to
make a decision within four hours of where you’re going to send them and one area you
would send them for medical problems and another area you would send them for drug
problems and another provider you would send them to would be for alcohol abuse
problems. You can make that assessment within four hours what their malady is? What
the cause of it is?

MR. BOSCHELLI: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, currently in
out situation here in the County of Santa Fe, we actually do have a mobile team of Crisis
Response of Santa Fe that is called by law enforcement throughout the community to make
such assessments on the spot to indicate whether there is current alcohol usage and/or
substance abuse or dependence taking place right there. However, we do anticipate that to
find out some of the underlying issues, such as other substance dependence issues, that
they might take a little bit longer to get revealed.

But we rarely see someone just under the intoxicated phase of a substance, such as
pills or methamphetamine, usually it’s associated with alcohol. So we’re able to first target
that there is something going on with this individual.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: There may be a combination of factors.
Alcohol in combination with drugs and perhaps in combination with a mental condition.

MR. BOSCHELLI: Yes.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So within four hours then, you need to
make a decision as to where to send this individual.

MR. BOSCHELLI: Yes.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: And if you send them to a place that’s not
appropriate, you feel within four hours you can assess them and decide that that is an
alcohol related problem or that is a mental problem or that is a drug problem so that they
go to the right provider?

MR. BOSCHELLI: Mr. Chairman and Commissioner Sullivan, I believe
that we can and we will do this. Assessments can be done quite well very quickly to place
a person at one of our providers within the CARE Connection. However, one of the
providers within the CARE Connection can say this is an inappropriate placement as they
are rescreening them at their site. 'We have mobile services to then relocate this individual
to the appropriate CARE Connection provider within our network. I do believe we would
be able to do that and do that quite well.

We have a demonstration project going on throughout the City of Santa Fe in
conjunction with law enforcement and the City of Santa Fe, where we are currently
screening individuals out in our community for alcohol detox issues. We are immediately
placing them at Recovery of Alcoholics Program, one of our CARE Connection providers.
We are doing that successfully, bypassing the emergency room at this time, except for
those individuals that we think there are acute medical needs that need to be addressed in
the emergency room. So we have already piloted this type of design and we currently have
a number of these design issues implemented in a successful manner.
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COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So at this point, is RAP the only detox
center we have?

MR. BOSCHELLI: Commissioner Sullivan, yes, that’s correct. In fact the
City of Santa Fe is spearheading to improve and increase their detoxification facility and
assessment abilities at RAP.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: But if the individual who’s been brought
in has also committed a crime, RAP doesn’t have a secure facility, does it to incarcerate
someone?

MR. BOSCHELLI: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, they have
facilities to secure individuals. If it’s to bring somebody into a lock-down facility, that is
not RAP. However, the individual would then be brought to the detention center. Then
the CARE Connection anticipates that they will be tracking these same individuals through
the process of incarceration. Currently, Crisis Response of Santa Fe has a jail diversion
individual that goes and reviews these individuals at the detention center. The detention
center, the current provider of detention center services and Crisis Response are working
hand in hand as well as RAP, that is able to go to the detention center to work with these
individuals while they are incarcerated to hopefully decrease their stay.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: When Chairman Duran and I toured the
jail, it seemed very obvious as soon as we walked in the front door, or the back door as it
were, that the need was for a detox facility, because the jail is being used as a detox
facility. And everyone in there under 24-hour hold was intoxicated. Is part of the CARE
Connection program going to address that problem? We can’t send those individuals to
RAP and in many cases and I dare say in the majority of the cases under alcohol abuse,
some crime has been committed and they end up on the floor of the jail on an old mattress
for 24 hours until they wake up.

How do we—what does this do to improve that?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, and entire
Commission, that’s a very excellent and valid point you’re making and I would say that the
people that are present here today that have been involved in this process over the last 2 '
years don’t just include providers from the hospital. They include the judicial system, the
courts, law enforcement and other related entities, the Public Defenders Office and a big
player at the CARE Connection who is now coming on a regular basis to the meetings of
the CARE Connection is the jail operator itself. And there’s a lot of things that we’re
going to do in coordination with the jail where the jail is directly a participant in it so those
people that do have to be incarcerated are dealt with appropriately in the jail setting, and
that’s a primary focus of this project and that’s one of the main objectives.

The fact that the jail operator is working with us closely is very instrumental to the
success of this. The jail operator, we’ve started some preliminary discussions with them
through the CARE Connection on actually designating a certain pod as a substance and
alcohol abuse pod where they would get a lot of the direct treatment services there. And I
would just ask, there are some providers that are going to come up and give a brief
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description of how they play into the CARE Connection, I think that some of the
information that they will be able to provide you will be able to answer some more of the
questions that you’ve raised, specifically, the City of Santa Fe project, the Sobering Center
project with the Recovery of Alcoholics program.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I guess the last question that I had was if
we had, or are developing the capability for mobile assessment, it would seem that we may
not need an assessment facility. It would seem that we could avoid the middleman and
determine that assessment in the field. If that can in fact be done in such a short period of
time, as you say it can, and direct them directly to RAP or wherever the appropriate
facility is. And then when they assess them there, they can then say this is an
inappropriate assessment. The individual has some other problem and we then send them
to the right place.

I’m a little curious as to why we need the middleman here.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Excuse me, Robert, can I help you answer that? It
seems to me that you’re focusing just on that individual that’s inebriated—

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Or under drugs.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: And I think that if you look at this chart, there are
going to be referrals coming from the courts, from law enforcement, tribal courts. It’s not
everybody that’s going to this assessment center to be assessed that are inebriated and I
think to assume that we’re going to mobilize a unit out to deal with everyone that needs
this assessment isn’t an accurate analysis of what’s been presented to us. I think that
you’re going to be spending a lot of time—correct me if I'm wrong—a lot of time with
people that have a problem and are coherent at the time you assess them. Is that correct?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, that is correct. And another important
aspect of the actual facility that’s very important is that there’s not a clearing house of
information and data that’s crucial to each and every group that participates in these
programs. There’s not one place that we’re pulling all the data and information together to
be able to get that data, leverage it and get other federal resources. And what we’re
proposing and we’ll have a specific request of you, is to develop a memorandum of
understanding with these groups so that they will be an integral part in overseeing this
facility.

So it ensures constant coordination and you’re not relying on individual entities
within themselves but rather all of those entities are coming together to coordinate their
efforts and coordinate the data and information so that we’re much more effective at
leveraging and obtaining more resources.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Let’s move on with the presentation. Thank you

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, at this time, before I go
into the specific requests, I would like to call forward those individuals that have come
today to briefly give their prospective on this project and how they envision it moving it
forward and benefiting their specific entities.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Excuse me, Robert, how many are going to be
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coming up?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, however many you would like us to reduce
it to. I don’t think everybody needs to get up but there are a few that would like to say a
few words. Mr. Sandoval is one individual that I would like to have come forward.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Okay, we need to move on with the meeting here,
so if I could just ask you all to kind of be to the point. Thank you.

ELLEN KENNEY: Mr. Chairman, my name is Ellen Kenney. I am the
past board president and now a member of Millennium Treatment Services. We are an
outpatient drug and alcohol treatment center. We have a 90-day or a 180-day program.
This is done on an outpatient basis with the drug court model. We do mandatory—we have
people who are sentenced, alternative sentencing from magistrate, municipal and district
court. We also take private referrals and it is structured so that there is mandatory drug
testing and the information is fed back to the courts,

If the person tests dirty then they—the structure is such that it’s fed back to the
judges and then they make a decision as to whether they should send them back through the
program or to go ahead and put them into jail. So we have been in existence for 2 %2 years
and we have Santa Fe County Indigent Fund money. We are one of the members of that.

COMMISSIONER TRUIJILLO: So, a question, Mr. Chairman. How do
you see this model benefiting your organization:

MS. KENNEY: Well, if you go back to the model, the structure is that we
are, the model will be the referral systems. There will be people that seem to continue to
have problems and continue to have DWIs, continue to have brushes with the law and
treatment, sending someone to jail isn’t always the appropriate sentence. If you’ve gone
through it several times, if your fifth or sixth treatment is an alternative. And again, we
are using the drug court model. And instead of sentencing, they sentence to our treatment
program. And again, it’s on an outpatient basis. We do not have inpatient care.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Thank you. So Robert, the presentation today is—
what’s the goal of this presentation?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, we would like to get direction from the
Commission as to whether or not we’re moving in the right direction before we move any
further. And if I could, Mr. Chairman, I think—I just spoke with the group and if we
could just have Mr. Sandoval come forward and say a few words, then I’ll wrap up the
presentation and ask you for three specific things that I would like direction on.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Good. Because I think we’re in favor of the effort
here.

[Commissioner Gonzales joins the meeting.]

FREDRICK SANDOVAL: Mr, Chairman, Commissioners, on behalf of
the City of Santa Fe, our City Manager recently signed the memorandum of understanding
which you saw up on the screen here. That’s a good indication, especially because, one, it
speaks to the fact that the City of Santa Fe wants to work very closely with the County in
terms of the planning elements of this particular model, the CARE Connection. So what I
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want to just simply say is that I think the issues that we have discussed, and I’m already
familiar wit, in terms of what has happened over the last several years have really been
fleshed out. I think I want to commend Mr. Anaya for having been able to really kind of
bring lots of the various elements together to really kind of speak to what it is that benefits
both City and County governments because we both have the same issues in terms of 911,
law enforcement and then the issue of both about criminal as well as non-criminal cases.

I think the CARE Connection is going to be able to one thing more than anything
else and this is what’s most important about this. It will expand the capacity for the
treatment providers, the jail centers, to really be able to take in cases that we typically have
to handle through the criminal court systems or through the jail detention systems. And so
what this does it creates an alternative to detention which is really important for all of us,
because one, for those people who don’t have to be there to provide them with some
alternatives. And the alternative is to expand the capacity and think the resources of this
particular connection will expand that.

So on behalf of the City Manager, I know that he wanted to make sure that you
knew that he had signed that memorandum of understanding to help move us forward.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Great. Thank you, Mr. Sandoval. Iknow we’ve
been working since I became a Commission we started talking about this detox center to
deal with this issue and it’s nice to see that there’s a continued effort to deal with this.

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, the memorandum of
understanding is in draft form still. But the City, as you know, has said they will sign on
to it once it’s finalized. The Manager has already endorsed the draft. We request that you
allow us to move forward in finalizing that to get that memorandum pushed forward.

What funding sources do we currently have? State appropriations—we have
$100,000, $261,000. We have $637,000 that we’ve been holding through the MOA fund.

We have $300,000 that we were successful in getting from the State Legislature on a
recurring basis. We have current revenues being put into prevention and treatment for
DWI of approximately $195,000. current resources for indigent funds budgeted at
$268,000 and there are other future government sources that all of the various entities and
providers are utilizing.

What formal commitments do we have to this point? Here’s the list of the formal
commitments of providers and players that have formally committed to sign on to the
MOU if it is your desire to move forward.

What are the next steps? The group is seeking approval for the following items:
To approve the MOU and to approve the building of an assessment center, along with
offices for the Community and Health Development Department. This is one piece that I
would like elaborate on. Currently, most all of the Community and Health Development
Department is housed in various areas around the City and County of Santa Fe. Our DWI
program is housed behind K-mart off St. Michaels Drive.

Our Indigent Fund is housed in St. Vincent Hospital, and also we have our
screeners, our court screeners that are housed in rental space at the magistrate and
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municipal courts. So we would also, as part of the project, request your direction to be in
a position to utilize these resources to build the two components, not only the assessment
center, but also facilities to house this department.

With that, Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, I stand for your direction and/or any
questions.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Robert, where—do you plan on building this
facility?

MR. ANAYA: Mr, Chairman, Commissioners, yes, that’s correct.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: And where on State Road 147

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, adjacent to the Public
Safety Complex and detention center.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: And do you think that is—I have a concern that it
may not be especially with the mental health care element here, an appropriate place here
simply because it seems to be so far away from everything.

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, that is a very valid point
that’s been discussed over the last 2 '4 years many, many times. Transportation will be an
issue but we do have the mobile response unit that’s already dealing with the transportation
aspect. That’s probably the single largest issue. As far as it being adjacent to the
detention facility, the area is going to be developed over the next ten to twenty years
around that entire area. The land is available now and we have current resources that we
have to expend that will go away if we don’t utilize those.

Given all those issues there are a couple of the members of the CARE Connection
that still have a concern, but the bottom line is that the brunt of the services to be provided
will not be direct services provided there, but that facility will be more of a linkage point
for the community to be able to get the services out in the community, and most of those
providers, direct services to clients will be held at those provider facilities. Very valid
point. Like I said, as staff, I'm suggesting that we’ve been working on this project in
Santa Fe County for many years and that we’re in a position now where I’m suggesting to
the Commission and recommending that we go ahead and bring forward some type of
design and move forward with whatever the pleasure of the Commission is, I stand ready.

The consensus of this group is to go ahead and move forward with the project on
that location and be careful and cautious in addressing those concerns. I stand for any
questions on that particular item.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Well, I don’t have any problem approving the
MOU but I really would like to have some further discussion and analysis of that location
and how it’s going to be a benefit to this effort because some of these—I mean, how are
you going to get these people who need this care out there? I think you need to make it
easy for them to come to us for this.

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, unfortunately, a lot of the clients that this
group is wanting to serve are going out to the detention facility right now. Another aspect
of the project itself is that we need to capture a lot of those people have been sentenced to
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serve time for crimes they have committed and having that facility in that proximity will
actually be a great benefit for the detention facility to be able to have direct referral to that.

I will move forward in whatever direction the Commission would like. I will just
point out that there is fiscal matters but we can bring those forward as soon as next
meeting, if you would like, relative to that project.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Why can’t we do it on the property we own on
Rodeo Road? Just some ideas? I really would like to explore the location of this facility
before I would give my vote on going forward with it out by the jail. Any other questions
of staff?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman, the only additional—not
direction, because I'm not an expert on these health issues, but I'd certainly like to see
some more back-up as to the scope and programming of this facility. The two to four hour
I think is certainly adequate for a patient who has been there before and is a repeater and
who’s coming in for counseling and for referral but for those others, it doesn’t sound like
this facility to me. I guess I'm not yet convinced that those in the severe state can be
properly handled in two to four hours but I'm willing to be convinced of that. There’s
other health care professionals I’m sure that agree with that assessment so I'd like to see
what the professional consensus is on that.

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, if I could clarify
maybe for you and the entire Commission, all assessments that occur will not occur in this
facility. There will be direct assessments that will go to RAP, that will go to other
treatment service programs. But if this facility is built, wherever it is built, the
information from that assessment and the type of assessment will be in similar nature so
that that information will then go to the facility. So every single assessment will not flow
through the two to four hour assessment and the bottom line is that information will flow to
that facility so that they can extrapolate what they need to coordinate and link that data to
more funding resources. So all of the information will not flow through there. The
information will, but all the individuals will not.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: IfI could offer a suggestion. Could you put
together a study session and ask those Commissioners that want to participate in this
discussion to join you and everyone else because this is real important to me and I really
want more information and maybe offer some help in some way. And I'm not sure how I
can help until I know more about it.

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, we’d be happy to organize that. I would
just ask if we could also, keeping the site issue in mind, can we go ahead and start with
some schematic type design, not for the specific site, but for the facility itself to have for
you at that study session? Not so much the location.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: As long as you don’t spend any money.

MR. ANAYA: That’s no—we’ve held the money that we have for a long
time and I can continue to do that as long as we need to.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: I don’t think we have a problem with the MOU, do
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we? Well, why don’t you do what you can without spending any money and I'm ready to
meet any time.

MR. ANAYA: Okay, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Question for Mr. Anaya. Could you give
me a little history on, really a projection, your projection as to how much it’s going to cost
for the assessment center and when do you think it would be usable?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Campos, we have done some
preliminary work on the assessment side of things, but we haven’t done any preliminary
work on the administrative or community health side of the facility. The reason I proposed
those two as one was to try and reduce costs. We're estimating that the CARE assessment
facility would probably be in the neighborhood of 4,000 to 6,000 square feet in size, just
for the assessment portion. And then probably an estimate of about $110 a square foot,
$110 to $125, would be a good conservative estimate on total construction costs for that
aspect.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Do we have the funding for the
construction?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Campos, we have the
funding for construction.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: When do you—what do we have to do to get
you to the point where you start building?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Campos, if you give me
direction, and I think the key piece that Commissioner Duran would like to talk more about
is the site, but if I have direction on a building and a site, then I’ll work closely with Mr.
Ojinaga in the Project Management and Facilities Division and Mr. Flores to get an RFP
for an engineer and try and get this facility built within a window of one to one and a half
years if possible.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: As far as the County and City, at some point
there was some dispute about site location. Has that been resolved?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Campos, the fact that Mr.
Sandoval is here and that the Manager has agreed to sign on to the MOU I think is a
testament to where the City of Santa Fe stands. I had the privilege of going before the
City Council and they asked me specific questions about what we were moving towards. 1
do believe that they’re on board with us and willing to work with us on this project. And
we as the CARE Connection have agreed to work with them towards assisting with their
project.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Have you resolved the issues raised by
Councilor Heldmeyer?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Campos, I believe we have.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Great. Thank you.
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CHAIRMAN DURAN: I'm sorry. We’re not familiar with those issues.
Would you mind elaborating on that?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, the basic issues that
Councilor Heldmeyer had were relevant to a lot of the comments that our Commissioner
Sullivan has made today. And the need for whether or not you need one facility or
whether or not all the screenings should flow through there. And I think the way that the
group has dealt with that issue is to say that every single assessment, early on, we were
talking that every single assessment and screening that would occur would have to flow
through that facility and in our deliberations and discussion, we came to the point where
we felt that it would be more effective to allow those providers to do a lot of those
screenings within their facilities but that the data and information and screening type and
who they’re screening is very important to us.

So that was the main issue, and the other Councilors brought that issue up within
the public council meeting that I attended and the message I gave the council at that time,
which was about two months ago was that I could not speak on behalf of the County
Commission and that we would have to go back to the Commission to talk about what
we’ve done with the CARE Connection and request their endorsement of the MOU.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: What was the consensus at the City relative to the
site, location of the site?

MR. ANAYA: Mr, Chairman, Commissioners, the City of Santa Fe is
more focused and I’d like to ask Mr. Sandoval to come and correct me if I’m wrong, but
they’re more focused on the Sobering Center aspect, and working through the CARE
Connection. They’re really wanting to focus on the protective custody and mental health
issues through the expansion of the RAP complex, Recovery of Alcoholic Program, and if
that aspect is addressed, they are very amenable to coordinating with us on the entire
CARE Connection project.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: At that site? At the State Road 14 site?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, we did not talk with the City Council about
the location of the site. I don’t know if Mr. Sandoval has or not.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Mr. Sandoval, would you mind, before we have
this roundtable discussion, try to find out from the City Council and the Mayor their
thoughts on the location of the facility.

MR. SANDOVAL:; Mr. Chairman, I would happy certainly to go back
with the comments and questions that were raised today, but I do have some information I
can share with you that will be very useful.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: That’s great. Thank you.

MR. SANDOVAL: Clearly I think the issue about location has been an
issue of contention, but I think the way that’s been resolved, if I can just share this very
quickly, is that one, the issue for the City had been is trying to find something that’s in
closer proximity to the city. The way we have developed an alternative is we’ve proposed
the expanding capacity at RAP, which as you know is at the city limits, about a mile and a
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half from the City Police Department.

So what we’ve proposed is actually having something that’s in closer proximity by
expanding the physical site for residential detox purposes, i.e., the Sobering Center. It
doesn’t conflict with the function that Mr. Anaya is proposing in terms of the assessment
center and housing the County offices there. That certainly serves the County’s purposes.
We didn’t want there to be something that would kind of impede or create a barrier for our
being able to get what both units of government want.

The Sobering Center really allows us to do that, to work within current existing
providers, expand their capacity on their site by putting a modular unit there that would
provide probably close to 20 or 30 additional beds for detox purposes. So it becomes a site
that the CARE Connection can refer to in terms of sobering services in cases where there’s
mental health and substance abuse needs, right? Because you need to have a physical place
to put people when they need to be in protective custody or mental health hold, i.e., the
Sobering Center.

So that’s what we’re proposing in terms of the City’s option to kind of ameliorate
the problems we’ve had in the past. So the location at this point that we’re proposing for
Council has been the RAP facility. City Council did approve, approximately two months
ago, $500,000 for the purchasing of a modular unit to be placed on-site at the Recovery of
Alcoholics Program location, which is on Lucia Lane, right off of Airport Road.

So in terms of the location issue, that’s how that’s kind of been resolved, just so
that one, if the County can still meet its needs in terms of creating kind of a network of
service providers and assessment services for people who do need those assessment
services. What we were of course clearly needing was an alternative to the detention
facility where people didn’t have criminal charges and didn’t have to be there but there was
no alternative for them. So by expanding the capacity at RAP, it allows us to do that.

And the benefit to both the City and the County is that both units of government can
benefit from that facility, right? Because one is, the provider is neutral to those issues
because they’re there to provide treatment services, in this case, detox, and then access to
the rehab long-term that’s currently on their site.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: So you mean to say that the RAP location, if it’s
expanded could provide an alternate location for assessments for individuals that perhaps
could not make it out to the facility that Mr. Anaya is discussing?

MR. SANDOVAL: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, clearly the functions
that RAP has include treatment services and assessment services. The treatment services
are both inpatient and outpatient. So there’s a number of assessment services that have to
occur. A person who’s intoxicated has to be assessed over a period of time. And so what
that means is after 12, 24 hours, you want to do a full assessment so the RAP facility will
allow us to do that right on site there. But not all the cases that are being proposed by the
CARE Connection are limited to those types of clients. There’s a whole menu of clients
that would come to the assessment center that Mr. Anaya is referring to that include court
types of cases, cases from other referral entities. So it’s not just limited to the RAP cases
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that I’'m referring to, which are public intoxicants, right? But they’re referred to as
protective custody.

So what I would say is, yes, there will be assessment services available there,
because the agencies already provide the services. The agencies that you saw on that list,
the vast majority of those do assessment services. The issues that are being proposed here
is to consolidate that services at one site alongside County offices. So clearly that’s a
function that would benefit the County. What we’re saying is what we’re needing to do is
have residential space, right? A residential place where you can actually have an
appropriate treatment venue for people who need those services, in this case sobering
services and the referral to other services as well.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: So then your answer is no. If what the City is
desiring to do at the RAP location is to have residential care, I heard you say that, correct
me if I’'m wrong, the assessments that are going to be taken care of by Santa Fe CARE
will not take place at the location, where RAP is located right now. That these assessments
will occur at the location that the County and the City are working on out at State Road 14.

I guess what I’m trying to get to is that because of transportation problems and just
logistical problems there are some people that aren’t going to be able to go out there and
they won’t go. So what good is it if we can’t help them get to this facility? I’m just trying
to find a more centralized location that would assist the Santa Fe CARE to provide the
service and assessment to people who can’t make it out to State Road 14. And I thought
we were close but I didn’t hear you specifically say that assessments could be made by
Santa Fe CARE at this location. Was I wrong?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, to clarify, if I may speak for Mr. Sandoval.

The mobile response team that we currently have in place through Crisis Response, is
doing mobile assessments that, if the facility gets constructed, won’t necessarily go out to
the facility. Right now what happens, they’re doing mobile assessments and those people
are being taken by EMS, by law enforcement, over to the Crisis Response Team to the jail
facility. If the facility gets built—

CHAIRMAN DURAN: But Robert, there are some people that haven’t
committed a crime that need this service.

MR. ANAYA: That’s right. So instead of the mobile crisis response unit
making an assessment and them ending up in the jail because that’s the only available
resource, they will now be able to make an assessment and send them directly to RAP. So
it accomplishes exactly what you’re saying. But the information and the case management
information from all of the facilities will go to the assessment center out on 14 or wherever
it’s built, so that we have coordinated information and coordinated information to get more
resources.

But you will have what you need and everybody will not have to go physically to
the facility.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Okay. We need to move on. I’'m still a little
confused but maybe when we meet you can clear that up. Is that okay? Do you have
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direction? You think you have your direction?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, if I could clarify: You’re allowing me to not
utilize any money to develop a design and some budgetary estimates, is what I’m hearing
from Commissioner Campos, bring those things to a study session of the Commission and
that you will endorse the MOU in draft, in the form after it’s been reviewed by both legal
departments to bring back here for formal approval next month. Is that a summary?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: 1 think that’s a fair summary.

MR. ANAYA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Commissioners.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Thank you. We’re going to go into executive
session but I was wondering, Katherine, are you in charge of this presentation and report?

MS. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, I have a two-hour
presentation on the audit for you but—just kidding—I can actually do it in approximately
two minutes if you like.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: I bet you can.

MS. MILLER: Depending on what questions you have. I would appreciate
it if we could do this before executive session because I do have the auditor here.

VII. B. Presentation and report of FY 2001 financial audit and financial
statements

MS. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, I’ve enclosed in the packet
a copy of our fiscal year 2001 audit. I can give you a real quick summary of what’s
involved. Basically, we are required by the State Auditor to have an independent audit firm
come in and audit our financial procedures and also to prepare a financial statement. And
also other internal procedures throughout the County. Neff & Ricci is our auditing firm this
year. This is the first year they have done our audit. We did turn it in to the State Auditor
on time and we received a clean audit.

There are essentially three types of audits: clean, qualified, and a disclaimer. A
clean audit is the best audit that we can get, but there are findings in our audit. Those are
contained in the back of the audit. Those are procedures that the auditor has reviewed,
internal procedures, and noted either breaks from our policy or areas that we can clean up.
I would like to say we basically only have four findings. This is one of the best audits that
the County has had in recent history and personally I’m quite proud of my staff and the rest
of the County as to how the audit came out.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: I think we owe you a big congratulations.

MS. MILLER: Not just me, but my staff. Thank you. '

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any questions of Katherine?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I have a question. I was just waiting for
the others. Katherine, one of the questions relates to IRBs, Industrial Revenue Bonds.
Apparently, the County has several IRBs out, and the comment was that the County may
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not be collecting taxes from properties associated with IRBs that have paid obligations off
early or otherwise not subject to tax. Could you clarify that for me?

MS. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, what that finding
refers to is that actually the City is typically the one that issues the IRBs. We have two
conduits financing projects within the County but this is actually directed more at when the
City does tax-exempt financing to an entity through an IRB that they may be exempt from
property taxes. And what the auditor noted is that there is not a system in place to, first of
all, note when an entity receives tax-exempt financing through the City and assessing that
property, that perhaps improvement, getting it on our tax roles, and whether or not it is tax-
exempt, and if it is, when that financing is paid off and is no longer tax-exempt, coming on
to our books.

That’s what that finding is in reference to and that we need to set up a procedure to

make sure that we capture those items, those properties that might fall into that category.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So this is something that our Assessor
needs to take a look at?

MS. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, yes.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. Because I read that we have three
IRBs and one of them is a nursing home, right? Sixteen million dollars.

MS. MILLER: We have—El Castillo is one that we have and a multi-
family housing project is one that we have. And those actually the Assessor is aware of
but whether there are some through the City is more the issue, if there’s been financing
through the City and whether we are capturing those. All of ours are actually disclosed in
our audit and there is that communication within the County but whether there’s
communication between the City and the County is more the issue, I believe.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Could you explain another comment
having to do with the outside billings and tracking those and the one that I was questioning
was it said the billing of road projects originates outside the Finance Department and
expenditures are not being billed timely to the Highway Department. Could you elaborate
on that just a little?

MS. MILLER: Commissioner Sullivan, what that is in reference to,
actually that entire finding is where there are accounting activities that fall outside of the
Finance Department. For instance, in the Roads Department there are highway grants and
they receive, they actually have the grant. We do budget for it but as they contract out the
service and start expending that money, it is our cash and general fund that covers that
until we request reimbursement from the Highway. And the auditor is referring to that not
being done in a timely manner.

We have actually sat with the staff out in Public Works and gone over any of the
projects that we have already expended the funds and have set dates with them to when we
will bill for reimbursement on those and are setting a procedure in place to do this on a
monthly basis based upon how much funds have been expended. Requesting
reimbursement for $2,000 or $3,000 if that’s all we’ve expended in a particular month was
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rather cumbersome but we were going to set an amount or a time frame when we would
always request reimbursement and we’re working on that policy now.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So these are projects where the County is
fronting the money and then the auditor is saying you’re allowing too much time to go by
before requesting the reimbursement from the granting agency.

MS. MILLER: Commissioner Sullivan, that’s correct. Some of the grants
we actually receive up front, but others, it’s on a reimbursement basis. Therefore, we’re
essentially losing interest income by not getting that money back into our coffers in a
timely manner.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: And are these done by electronic transfer?

MS. MILLER: The State Highway I don’t believe are. Federal ones are.
Most of our state are not done by electronic funds but most of federal are.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. And then my last question was in
the summary of all results it said one reportable condition relating to the audit of financial
statements are reported in the independent auditor’s report on compliance and internal
control. I could never find what that one reportable condition was. Could you help me
understand what they’re talking about. It’s on page 127, item A.2. And I do want to add,
by the way, my—while you’re looking for that, my congratulations on your good work.
These are—I don’t want to say these are nit-picking items. These are important items but
many times I think you see ten or twenty of them.

MS. MILLER: Commissioner Sullivan, it was in reference to the one that
you just brought up.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: The road—

MS. MILLER: Yes, that decentralized accounting thing.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: And it pertained not only to the road, in
my understanding. It also pertained to the jail facility accounts.

MS. MILLER: Correct. Any decentralized accounting. It also would
apply to anything that we do out in fire or in project development. Any of those. If we do
not bill in a timely manner for reimbursement, that’s considered a loss of interest income
for us and it’s a finding of a reportable condition. Overall, it’s not serious, but we can
definitely improve upon it. And thank you for your comments.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: You’re welcome. Thank you. That’s all
the comments I had. Are there any other comments from the Board?

COMMISSIONER TRUIJILLO: Is this an action item?

MS. MILLER: No, it’s just a presentation of the audit to the Commission.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Congratulations.

MS. MILLER: Thank you.
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IX. L MATTERS FROM THE COUNTY ATTORNEY
3. Executive Session
a. Discussion of Pending or Threatened Litigation

i. Santa Fe Ski Company vs. Santa Fe County
ii. Tapia vs. Santa Fe County
ili.  Paule vs. Santa Fe County
iv. Board of County Commission vs. M & R Sand &
Gravel
b. Discussion of Possible Purchase, Acquisition or Disposal of
Real Property or Water Rights

Commissioner Sullivan moved to go into executive session pursuant to NMSA
Section 10-15-1 (1 & 2) to discuss the matters delineated above. Commissioner
Campos seconded the motion which passed upon unanimous roll call vote with
Chairman Duran and Commissioners Campos, Trujillo, Gonzales and Sullivan all
voting in the affirmative.

[The Commission met in executive session from 12:20 to 2:00.]

Commissioner Trujillo moved to come out of executive session having discussed
only the matters outlined in the agenda, and Commissioner Campos seconded. The motion
passed by unanimous voice vote.

COMMISSIONER GONZALES: Mr. Chairman, just for the record, I
would the record to note that I abstained from participation in discussion of Santa Fe
County v. Paule or was not present during that discussion.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Okay. Thank you.

MR. LOPEZ: Mr. Chairman,

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Estevan, Mr. Manager.

MR. LOPEZ: Mr. Chairman, just a housekeeping matter. We’ve had a
request by Rancho Viejo to remove or withdraw one of the items from the agenda and I'd
like to seek the Commission’s direction at this point. It’s item IX. G.1, the resolution
regarding the County improvement district at Rancho Viejo.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: And what was the reason for asking it to be tabled?

MR. LOPEZ: Mr. Chairman, I believe they’ve asked that it be withdrawn.

I think that they want to come back and try to work out a development agreement before
they bring such an agreement forward again.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: So it’s withdrawn, not tabled.

MR. LOPEZ: That’s what they’ve requested.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Okay.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Chairman.
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CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: One issue that’s more general than that, but
the fiscal impact of Rancho Viejo on the County is something that I've been concerned
about and asking questions for over a year and I haven’t gotten really any clear
information. I'm just concerned that we understand what we’re looking at and where
we’re heading to and what the fiscal impact to the County is going to be.

I’ve heard some generalities but not specifics and I'd like to get something more
definitive before we get in there a little deeper or so deep that we can’t withdraw after
incurring substantial public debt and responsibility. So I really would like to see
something on the overall impact on the County, the fiscal issues.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: On what issue?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: On the financial impact of Rancho Viejo on
County government.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: On this particular issue that’s being-

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: No, in general. This is simply, I think this
is probably going to be an affordable housing issue. It’s at the forefront right now.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: So what kind of direction do you want to give
staff? To ask them to give you some indication of the financial impact of Rancho Vigjo is
a little vague.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Well, I'm talking clearly about services,
what services do we have provide, about roads, wastewater, water, everything. I just want
to know before we continue to move forward here.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Wouldn’t you think that these are issues that every
community is faced with when they have approved an area to absorb the growth? That are
community—I think it’s fine that you want to know all these things but I think the fact of
the matter is that this particular project represents the only area that can accommodate our
community’s future growth. To provide you with all that information I think is fine but I
think whether it meets your approval or not we’re going to have to find a way of dealing
with because there’s no other place for this community to grow.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I understand your position on Rancho Viejo.
I think there are a lot of good ideas behind the project, but I’'m not comfortable with the
fiscal aspect. I don’t think the County has ever really looked at this carefully, and that’s
what I’m asking for.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: I think we have looked at it. I’m sorry that you
weren’t here when we did that. But I think that you need to be a little bit more specific in
asking staff to provide you with information relative to the impact Rancho Viejo has on the
community. I don’t know what that means. So why don’t you get with staff and give
them a little bit more specific direction.

MR. LOPEZ: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, I’m not sure exactly how
difficult it would be to make an assessment, or a very accurate assessment of the fiscal
impact of Rancho Viejo and the Community College District, but I can certainly get
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together with an appropriate team of our staff and see what sort of considerations we can
make and put together some level of analysis on this that we can present as soon as we’re
able to work it. I'd be happy to try and coordinate such an effort.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Okay, let the record show that item G. 1 has been
withdrawn. There was another concern that Commissioner Campos had that the discussion
on the GRT may be quite lengthy and he asked that we bring forward those agenda items
where there are people from the community out there that are waiting to be heard, and then
we’ll move into the rest of the daily business. Becky, do you want us to hear yours so you
can go?

REBECCA BUSTAMANTE (County Clerk): I would like to be able for
you to hear IX. A. 1, please.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: With the Commission’s endorsement, let’s move
that up next. Excuse me ladies, which item are you here for? What number is that,
Estevan?

MS. BUSTAMANTE: IX. B. 2.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: So we’ll hear the Clerk and then IX. A and B in
that order and then move to the GRT issue. Is that okay with everybody?

CHARLIE C DE BACA: [From audience] How about item D. 1?

CHAIRMAN DURAN: That’s okay with me. Anybody have—okay.

VIII. STAFF AND ELECTED OFFICIALS’ ITEMS
A. Clerk’s Office
1. Resolution No. 2002-14. A resolution amending Resolution No.
2001-58 designating the precincts in Santa Fe County, New
Mexico

MS. BUSTAMANTE: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, I came before you in
early 2001, There was two mistakes that I would like to clear up with this resolution. We
included Precinct 50-A and 50-B and it should have read Precinct 50 and Precinct 35 and we
included Precinct 61-A, which is not a precinct, it’s just part of 61. And then we have in this
particular resolution all of the polling places which we did not have at that time. So it’s just
housekeeping and I would ask for your approval.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: What’s the pleasure of the Board?

COMMISSIONER TRUIJILLO: Move for approval, Mr. Chairman,

COMMISSIONER GONZALES: Second.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: There’s a motion and a second. Any discussion?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Ms. Bustamante, does this affect anything that’s
going on with the redistricting of the City or the Commission districts?
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MS. BUSTAMANTE: Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, it
absolutely does not affect anything. The maps that we approved last April were correct, it’s
just the resolution had those minor errors.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: That map itself, that was correct?

MS. BUSTAMANTE: Yes.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: The language was incorrect.

MS. BUSTAMANTE: Right.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Okay. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any other questions? Those in favor signify by
saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed? Motion carries.

MS. BUSTAMANTE: Thank you. I would just like to also say for the
record for those people that are watching, these precincts are only for the primary and
general election, the polling places.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Thank you.

MS. BUSTAMANTE: Thank you.

IX. B. Community and Health Department
1. Resolution No. 2002-15. A resolution recognizing the 10"
anniversary of the Maternal and Child Health Planning Council
and the Council’s work on behalf of child-bearing women and
families in supporting the New Mexico Association of County
Maternal and Child Health Council’s 2002 annual update to the
New Mexico State Legislature requesting an expansion of funding

STEVE SHEPHERD (Health Division Director): Mr. Chairman,
Commissioners, the Santa Fe County MCH Council has existed for ten years. This resolution
addresses their tenth anniversary and recognizes their work. This resolution also requests
support of the New Mexico Association of Maternal and Child Health Councils advocating
increased funding from the New Mexico State Legislature for the formation of councils in
counties without them and to ensure the financial stability of existing council. Staff
recommends approval of this resolution.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any questions of Steve? If not, what’s the pleasure of
the Board?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Move for approval, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: TI'll second that. Any further discussion? Those in
favor signify by saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed? Motion carries.
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IX. B. 2. Request approval of the Santa Fe County Maternal and Child
Health Plan Update

MR. SHEPHERD: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, the Santa Fe County MCH
Council requests the Commission’s approval of the Council’s needs assessment plan update and

resource inventory covering the years 2002 through 2006. I have Ms. Whitney Robbins, past
president of the Council and also the author of the plan here as well. Your approval is required
by the Department of Health. Staff recommends approval.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any questions of staff? What’s the pleasure of the
Board?

COMMISSIONER TRUIJILLO: Move for approval, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Motion to approve.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Second.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Second. Any further discussion? Those in favor
signify by saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed? Motion carries. [Commissioner
Gonzales was not present for this action.]

IX. B. 4, Request approval of the Santa Fe County Maternal and Child
Health proposal to the New Mexico Department of Health for
funding under the County Maternal and Child Health Plan Act

MR. SHEPHERD: Mr. Chairman, Santa Fe County Maternal and Child
Health Council requests approval of its proposal for funding to the New Mexico
Department of Health for the County MCH program. The amount of the request if
$285,247.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any questions of Steve?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: 1 have a question.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Shepherd, a question. This $285,000—
is that different from the $300,000 that we just talked about in prior—

MR. SHEPHERD: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Campos, no, it isn’t.
This is County Maternal and Child Health funding directly from the Department of Health.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: We’re requesting a grant of some sort?

MR. SHEPHERD: That’s correct. This year they received $209,465 from
various sources.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any other questions of Steve?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Steve, could you just quickly explain the
difference between the $209,000 budgeted versus the $285,000 that we’re discussing here?
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MR. SHEPHERD: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, I'm going to let
Ms. Edi Powers, our MCH coordinator, who wrote the grants answer your questions.

EDI POWERS: Mr. Chairman and Commissioners, the increase in funding
is based on the fact that some of the programs that we’ve been supporting have not
received any increase over the last four years. This is a four-year contract, actually. And
cost of living increase of clients and that kind of thing has driven the cost of providing the
services that we provide. The other piece is that the coordination, which is currently part-
time plus an administrative assistant, really based on the amount of energy that’s going into
comprehensive planning for the County, and the number of collaborative entities ongoing
at the moment, there’s a need for coordination at a full-time level. So between those
things it accommodates the increase of about $79,000.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: And if you don’t receive from the
Department of Health the $285,000, then you’ll obviously operate under whatever funding
they grant you.

MS. POWERS: Absolutely. We don’t have any options about that.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: It’s not a commitment on the part of the
County to make up the difference?

MS. POWERS: No. Not at all.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any other questions? What’s the pleasure of the
Board?

COMMISSIONER TRUIJILLO: Move for approval, Mr. Chairman.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Second.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: There’s a motion to approve with a second. Any
further discussion? Those in favor signify by saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed?
Motion carries. [Commissioner Gonzales was not present for this action. ]

IX. D. Utilities Department
1. Status of the waterline extension project for Entrada La Cienega
(CR-50F) and Paseo C de Baca (CR-50) area of La Cienega

DOUG SAYRE (Utilities Director): Thank you, Mr, Chairman,
Commissioners. I think we’ll try to tandem this because there may be some questions
regarding some things on this. Basically, the County Utility Department and the Land Use
Department met with the Paseo C de Baca people and trying to make sure, one about the
number of connections that we’ll have down there, and we did this last Thursday. I think it
was 29 residents that met with us and basically said they’re ready to get water from the system
if we extend it in the area.

Also included in that is probably a mobile home park, which will probably make the
total number of connections, we figure probably close to about 60 to 70 users. That would
make it a well worthwhile system to extend in the area. We also met with the State Engineer’s
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Office, Paul Saavedra, approximately a week ago, to define how the County can transfer water
rights from the 72-12 wells that people have. He indicated that this has been done in the past.

I think Agua Sena up north, Los Lunas, Bosque Farms, have all done this as well as some other
small community systems have transferred 72-12 rights, the domestic inside use right, to a
community entity or a community water system that serves water.

Basically, there’s a slight problem on that because the only use that you can transfer will
be what they consider the domestic use or about 60 gallons per capita per individual in the
residence. If you equate that that there’s about four people to a residence in the area, that
probably equates to about .26, .27 acre-feet annually of use. So that transfer is slightly less
than the line extension policy requirement of .31, but certainly whatever the limitation of the
State Engineer is is what we have to go by in order to do this. Just to advise you of that
situation.

The other thing, we anticipate, what we’d like to do is go forward with the construction
of this project on the basis that it’s pretty close to being complete design-wise, and then we
could go forward and probably put it out to bid in April to start construction in May of this year
and it looks to me like it should be able to be completed by October. And that would be—I
think there’s 1300 feet of 12-inch pipe down County Road 50F all the way to the community
center at 50A and then about 5,000 feet of eight-inch pipe down Paseo C de Baca, all the way
to basically the end of the road at the mobile home park.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Doug, where’s the water coming to fill the
waterlines? Is it part of the Sangre de Cristo or are there wells out there that are going to
sustain the system?

MR. SAYRE: Definitely the water would basically distributed by the City. It
would come through the City system to us at probably the Richards Avenue meter, or at the
Factory Stores meter. But basically, this is really considered San Juan Chama transfer or our
rights that are pumped from there. It’s kind of commingled in their system and then delivered
to us.

COMMISSIONER TRUIJILLO: There are no wells out there that are going to
tap into the existing aquifer that will potentially impact La Cienega. This is coming from
somewhere else.

MR. SAYRE: Presently, this water that we’re talking about would come from
the imported water. Yes.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Imported water.

MR. SAYRE: Just so you understand that. Now to transfer these rights, sooner
or later we’re going to probably look at how we’ll transfer them to a point and place in the
area, but they could be used at some point in time. We don’t expect to use them on a regular
basis but we need to be able to I guess group these rights into the system and they could be used
in dire need or emergencies in the area for one of our points and places of use.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: And the rights will never be traditional uses of
water. There will never be acequia water rights or traditional usages of water.

MR. SAYRE: I guess, Mr, Chairman, Commissioner, as far we as we’re
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concerned, most often these are just going to be 72-12 rights. I don’t think we’ve defined that
somebody couldn’t come to us with other rights and transfer those to us if that was their desire.
I don’t think we’re advocating that, but I think if somebody had a need, like if there was a
spring out there that they were getting their water from, if they could transfer part of that, we
would probably consider it if it was for domestic use.

COMMISSIONER TRUIJILLO: Help me understand. It is this Commission’s
position that traditional usage of water will never be compromised. We will never use
traditional water rights for domestic purposes.

MR. SAYRE: Okay. I understand, Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Trujillo, I
understand that. But if we have these 72-12 wells’ rights, some place or another, we’re going
to have to have some off-setting rights because there will be some impact and possible use. So
we have the Las Lagunitas rights that could be set up to off-set that pumping use, something
like that. But the State Engineer is going to consider that some of the impact will have to—will
occur in the area and we have to be able to off-set that in use. So there has to be some slight
consideration of at least retirement of something in the area. That was defined to us. We’ll
have to look at how we address that.

COMMISSIONER TRUIJILLO: If we think that we could look for other ways
to support the water right pool for domestic use of water while not tapping into the traditional
use of water by any stretch of the imagination.

MR. SAYRE: To the maximum extent possible, Commissioner, I think we’ll
do that. And we know that direction and we will attempt to do that. But sometimes in some
pumping, something has to be retired so that we don’t affect it down in that area and that could
mean that we have to look at some of the traditional rights to be retired, put away, so that that
off-set use is obligated. Does that make sense?

COMMISSIONER TRUJIILLO: It doesn’t make sense to me.

MR. SAYRE: Okay. When you basically pump some of these rights in another
place, at some point there is an effect down in that area and the State Engineer says that you
have to off-set that or retire a right to do that. Similar to what happens in Buckman. If they
pump Buckman, because it affects the rights of Tesuque, they have to get some rights and retire
those rights from further use. Same kind of effect will occur here with pumping in the future.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: You’re retiring subterranean water rather than
surface water, Traditional. Domestic, not traditional.

MR. SAYRE: I guess if that’s the direction you so need to move that way.

MR. LOPEZ: Mr. Chairman, if I might try and take a stab at this. I think
what we’re going to try and do is have individual domestic well owners, as Doug explained,
transfer their indoor domestic uses to us. Once we’ve collected that quarter acre-foot or
whatever it is per dwelling from all of the various people that are going to hook up, we’re
going to have to transfer those to some point where on a rainy day, or rather a non-rainy day,
when there isn’t surface water available, if we need to, we can pool it.

Examples of such a site might be the Valle Vista wells that we have. Maybe another
well down in that general area. But the State Engineer has informed us at this point that along
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with such a transfer, they generally have a policy of approving such transfers if you can get
through the transfer process and the protest process and so forth, but there may be a
requirement that some other surface water be allocated to that transfer to off-set the pumping
impact that he’s described.

I think the point that you’ve made, Commissioner, is certainly a valid one and one
where we will use every other alternative that we have first so that we don’t affect traditional
acequia water rights or anything of that nature. Doug identified some water rights that we
already own in the area that were transferred to us as part of the Las Lagunitas development and
I think that may be the first block of such rights, first alternative to look at but we may not have
many alternatives in that regard.

COMMISSIONER GONZALES: Mr. Chairman, just a couple of questions, or
not questions, a couple of comments. Going back to when the voters actually approved a bond
that would help us acquire additional water rights, the Commission went out and said, Look,
not only will this help us buy more water rights but we’re going to use some of this money to
help increase and take care of community water systems. And since then, the people in La
Cienega, particularly Mr. C de Baca through his leadership over the last five years have been
practically begging the County to fall in line with what we asked communities to do and that’s
to come in and deliver a community water system and that way they can minimize whatever
impacts are occurring on the La Cienega Watershed.

And I would just ask the Commission to support the direction that one, that we don’t
wait till these off-sets are taking place, that once that line is built that the people of La Cienega,
particularly on C de Baca Lane are allowed to hook up into this water system. I want to remind
the Commission that they’re doing this voluntarily. We’re not requiring that they do it. All of
this has been done at their own will or by their own will. And then I guess I just have to
disagree with you Estevan, I think it’s absolutely wrong for us to take traditional water rights
and use them for a non-rainy day.

What'’s the incentive or what’s the statement that we’re stating out there? Why would
Mr. C de Baca and people on C de Baca Lane say we're going to go through the costs of trying
to hook up to a community water system and we’re going to let you transfer our water rights at
your discretion for whenever you call it a rainy day, we’re going to let you use these water
rights or you’re eligible to use these water rights when this can have a disparate impact on our
aquifers. Why wouldn’t they just say forget it? We’re not going to go through those costs.
We’ll stay using these water rights and we’re not going to give anything up.

So I don’t know what kind of statement we’re sending out or we’re trying to send out
when we tell the people who are participating in this community water system that not only will
you be required to pay now for your water, rather than using your domestic well, but there may
be a point when we transfer your water rights that we’re going to use it for some need that the
County might have. And I think that’s the wrong message to send out to communities that are
wanting to do business with the County, where they clearly don’t have to hook up to a
community water system,

And I appreciate your saying that it’s a matter of a last resort. I don’t think it should be
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on the table at all. I don’t think that it provides any incentive. It doesn’t do anything to assure
the protection of traditional water rights in these communities. And it certainly doesn’t provide
an incentive for people like the people in La Cienega to cap their wells, minimize the effects on
their aquifers when the County Commission on its whim can use those water rights to do
whatever it wants to do. I've got a lot of concerns with us going that route and I don’t want to
support any policy at this point unless we talk about it more or the Commission is prepared to
deal with this through some process where we’re sending out that message that at one point,
one day down the future, we’re going to have to use your water rights for something that we
might need.

That’s not a message that I want to send out. I hope you’re not sending that out to the
people out there because I don’t think that the Commission has passed the policy on water that
has stated that we’re going to take traditional water rights and save them for a rainy day and use
them when we need to. That’s a lot to be said but first and foremost, the people of La Cienega,
this is issue is all brought about by them. They’re being stewards. They’re doing what we
asked them to do. They’re capping their wells. They’re using their own money—well, they’re
not capping their wells, but they’re using their money—they don’t have to be doing this.
They’re using their own money to get on to our water system. We’re subsidizing some of that.

But we’re also saying that some of those water rights are going to be transferred out and could
be used in other areas. That’s the wrong message.

That’s not how you protect traditional water rights, by moving them out of traditional
communities and transferring them to potential locations where they could be used somewhere
else. So I agree with Commissioner Trujillo. I don’t want any message sent out like that until
the Commission has debated that policy issue and we’ve actually adopted it. And if we have
adopted it, I want to bring it back so we can discuss it because we’ve said since day-one, and I
know Commissioner Trujillo has been adamant about this, traditional water rights are not going
to be compromised. We are not going to develop water policy around the compromising of
traditional water rights.

So that’s my take on this. But finally, I'm glad we have this forward. We need to
finish this project. It’s been going on for too long. We need to get the construction out and
moving on Paseo C de Baca and we need to work with that community to get them hook up and
minimize whatever fears that that community may have that we’re going to take some of these
water rights and use them for development or whatever it might be out there.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: I would just like to comment a little bit on that. I
know that in the last five years this Commission has taken the position that we are not going to
compromise traditional water rights for domestic use or promote growth. My only concern
comes out of the statement that the State Engineer made at one of our presentations and he
basically said that if we’re of the opinion that we will never tap into traditional water rights to
sustain growth in our community, then we better start really thinking about how we’re going to
manage growth out there because the way things are going right now, we probably will have to
use some traditional water rights.

I just think that as we move forward in discussing managing our water resource that we
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take that observation and comment that the State Engineer has made so that we don’t find
ourselves at a point that we have to contradict---make decisions that contradict our goals and
our vision.

COMMISSIONER GONZALES: Mr, Chairman, I’'m stating that we should
take off the table the use of any water rights in traditional communities but in this fashion,
where we’re asking communities to come forward and get hooked up to County water and
transfer whatever they’re not using to some point of origin. There’s no incentive for these
communities to do this, I think the point of communities wanting to get on imported water like
La Cienega is to minimize the impact on their groundwater.

That’s not to say through more comprehensive water management policy, we’re not out
there trying to take a look at water rights that we can purchase. We talked about this on the
land, that large tract of land, the 200 acres that COLTPAC was going to be buying, the
Gallegos property, where there’s a large amount of traditional water rights that are on that
property. We talked about potentially being able to buy those water rights and using them for
agricultural purposes or whatever they might be.

But I just think the wrong message to be sending out, in particular in this instance, and I
have not had this conversation with Mr. C de Baca but certainly I can understand whatever
concerns he might have, is that we’re going to take these water rights and use them for some
other capacity after you’ve chosen to go down this route.

MR. LOPEZ: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Gonzales, I think I need to clarify
a little bit what it is that we’re trying to do here. One, basically all of the County’s available
water has been allocated and this then provides us a mechanism by which we can take water
that’s already being used for that purpose, that is, the domestic indoor water use and have that
transferred to us. To the extent that there needs to be an off-set of rights is it’s going to be
dependent on exactly where we end up moving it to. If we can stay about the same proximity
to the river as the current combined places of diversion are, there’s probably not much at all
that we have to try and get in the way of off-sets. But if we move it away, or move itto a
substantially different location, we’re going to have to get some very small amount of off-sets.

Clearly I think that we understand this Commission’s interest in preserving agriculture
and traditional water rights and our first alternative or our first priority would be that if we can
acquire other water rights, such that we don’t ever even have to use the water rights that we’re
taken from those wells, that will be the priority and I think that that’s what we want to build
into the 40-year water plan that we bring forward, but absent this, I think—I don’t know that
we have any other specific water right to allocate to this. This gives us a mechanism by which
to off-set that community’s individual homeowner’s costs and still allow this project to move
forward.

COMMISSIONER GONZALES: We have plenty of time to debate this. Let’s
get this La Cienega project done and let’s fulfill that commitment several years back that we
were going to do this.

MR. SAYRE: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Gonzales, we understand the
directive. We just wanted to make sure that we understand all the policy, possibilities here that
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it may create. Just so everybody is knowledgeable about that and we get direction so that we
can go forward with the desires of the Commission.

COMMISSIONER GONZALES: I apologize. Maybe I misunderstood Estevan
earlier. What I understood Estevan say earlier was those water rights were going to be used for
a non-rainy day. And I assumed to believe that whenever, in time of a drought, the
Commission would be able to use that to use for other needs. If you’re telling me now though,
that that non-rainy day, that those water rights will only be used to support the delivery of water
into La Cienega, then that makes sense and that’s fine. As long as people understand that.

That what’s being banked and what’s being transferred to a point is only going to be
used at a point to deliver it to the people of La Cienega and not to be used in the general
purposes of the Count distribution system. So if that’s the case, that’s fine, but I think that that
needs to be very clear and that we do whatever we can to make sure that we don’t get to that
point. We need to preserve those aquifers. There’s a point to it and if we’re just looping the
water, what’s the point of all this. And I know we’re not going to be there now, but we could
potentially end up there.

MR. SAYRE: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Gonzales, I think we’re going to
do this and likely there’ll be very little effect down there by our procedure because most of it
will be imported water and won’t do that. But just so you know that what we’re doing is
transferring that domestic use up to a point where basically it takes whatever use they require
that we can produce it down there. But in those cases, and as I say the State Engineer just
indicated there could be some slight off-set requirement. We need to be knowledgeable. In
order to do that we have to have some place that we can have an off-set requirement. And we
may already have it, but just so you understand it, that comes into being based on the State
Engineer’s policy of how we pump the water into the area.

I think I gave you roughly the schedule and if you’re comfortable with that, that’s the
way we’ll proceed, then we'll go ahead with the construction and then we’ll go on a parallel
pattern to look at trying to get this transfer effected. But it maybe some point down in time, not
later on after the construction starts,

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Is that the direction of the Commission? Okay.

Thank you, Doug.

IX. ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS
A. Committee expirations, resignations, vacancies
1. Resignations of COLTPAC Committee members

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Corky, have we hired anybody yet?

VINCENT OJINAGA (Project & Facilities Director): Mr. Chairman,
Commissioners, yes we have.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Good.

MR. OJINAGA: We’ve hired a lady by the name of Michelle Johnson. She’ll

FEEZ-LT-88 OMIQY40I3d H4372 245



Santa Fe County

Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of January 29, 2002
Page 48

208259

begin with us on February 18", Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, we do have two COLTPAC
members who have submitted their resignations. Ms. Arlene Walsh and Mr. Edward
Archuleta. They have resigned their positions due to other commitments and time constrains.
That’s if for the resignations on COLTPAC.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: So what Edward doesn’t want to serve on it anymore?

MR. OJINAGA: We have Mr. Archuleta in the audience.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Why not?

EDWARD ARCHULETA: [From the audience] I think it’s time to move on,
get some new blood in there.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: No. We don’t accept it. So do we need a motion to
accept it?

MR. OJINAGA: Staff’s recommendation is to accept the resignations.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Is there a motion?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman, move to accept, with regret,
the resignations of Arlene Walsh and Edward Archuleta.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER GONZALES: Second.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any further discussion? You won’t reconsider,
Edward?

MR. ARCHULETA: It’s been a tough decision.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: I think you’ve had a pretty good handle on the goals
and the vision of this organization.

MR. ARCHULETA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Commissioners. I want to
thank all of you for giving me the honor of serving on COLTPAC for the past three years. It’s
been an incredible opportunity. Looking back at all the properties we’ve purchased, it’s going
to be quite a legacy that all of you have left, as well as COLTPAC. Right now, 1000 Friends
is undertaking similar projects in Taos County and Rio Arriba County where those two places
are trying to start open space programs. And I’'m going to be devoting a lot of my time up
north, helping those folks get established. So I thought it’s probably best that I give up
COLTPAC so I could be devoting my time to our neighbors up north who need open space just
as badly as Santa Fe does. So with regret, I am offering my resignation from COLTPAC.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Thank you. Thanks for serving. Okay, there’s a
motion and a second. Any further discussion? Those in favor signify by saying “aye.”
[Commissioners Trujillo, Gonzales, Sullivan and Campos voted aye.] Opposed?
[Chairman Duran voted nay.] Motion carries.

VIII. A. 2. Resignations of Santa Fe Maternal and Child Health Planning
Council members

MR. SHEPHERD: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, the Santa Fe County
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Maternal and Child Health Planning Council requests you accept the resignations of Ms. Julie
Chase-Daniel and Ms. Andy Carmone. Ms. Chase-Daniel is resigning due to personal health
reasons and Ms. Carmone is leaving the area to further her education.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: What’s the pleasure of the Board?

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Move for approval, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: There’s a motion to approve the resignations. Is there
a second? I’ll second it. Any further discussion? Those in favor signify by saying “aye.”
[Unanimous] Opposed? Motion carries.

VIII. B. Commiittee appointments
1. Reappointments to the COLTPAC Committee

MR. OJINAGA: Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, we have two
COLTPAC Committee members that have requested reappointment. The individuals, Mr,
Orlando Romero and Mr. Bruce Richardson, both individuals have extensive knowledge and
involvement in trail planning and commitment to COLTPAC. 1t is staff’s recommendation that
we reappoint those two individuals. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: What'’s the pleasure of the Board?

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Move to approve, Mr. Chairman.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Second.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: There’s a motion and a second. Any further
discussion?

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: I have one question for Corky. Corky, how
many vacancies do we have left in the COLTPAC Committee?

MR. OJINAGA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, we have actually two
openings on COLTPAC. We did advertise in the newspaper, two different newspapers for
public interest to serve on COLTPAC. We have received two letters. One from Mr. David
Gold, which is currently the substitute, alternate on COLTPAC. He is interested in being
appointed permanently. And also from a Dr. Chris Muel. I just received these letters this
moming. That was the result of the advertising in the paper.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Can we make a recommendation today out of
those two?

MR. OJINAGA: If it’s the wishes of the Commission to do so, yes.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Chairman, could we get some clarification
first, Commissioner? What positions are open? Is it a northern position and a southern
position? Are there any central openings?

MR. OJINAGA: I believe that the positions that we have open are one from the
city and one from the south. Mr. Gold would take the city and Dr. Muel would take the south.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Did Robert Findling express any interest in
serving as a permanent? He is now a substitute and he had expressed to me interest in
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becoming a permanent some time in the past. Anybody have any knowledge?

MR. OJINAGA: We haven’t received anything from Mr. Findlay.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I assume you would discuss this with
COLTPAC generally, right? They understand you’re looking and the members could have
applied?

MR. OJINAGA: They understand that we did advertise for the position.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: I have a question, Corky. I thought that these
appointments were—I thought that Commissioners had—I don’t know if it’s a right. I thought
we were the ones that appointed them to COLTPAC.

MR. OJINAGA: That is correct, Mr, Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: And so of the two that resigned, who appointed them?

I think that whoever appointed those people those people that resigned should have the
opportunity to appoint the new ones.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I don’t think that’s right, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: I know I appointed Edward Archuleta.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: You recommended—we’re talking about CDRC
where every Commissioner made a primary recommendation which could be accepted by the
Board or rejected. But I've never heard that for COLTPAC.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: I’'m sure it was. That’s how we all had the ability to
appoint certain individuals to COLTPAC that—from our districts.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: They’re not by districts. They’re north, central
and south.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Actually, it wasn’t by districts. We just have the right
to appoint them. So you’re saying that—am I wrong?

MR. OJINAGA: Mr. Chairman, that’s correct. We do have the areas of
central, the city, the north and the south. I don’t know if it was done by any particular
Commission district.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: No it was doesn’t done by district. It was done by—
how many members are there on COLTPAC?

MR. OJINAGA: There’s 13 with the substitutes.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: And I think we all were able to appoint two and then
we increased that number to allow some alternates.

MR. OJINAGA: From 11 to 13.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Right.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I would suggest we just open it up to
nominations.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: But the people that you appointed didn’t resign. The
person I appointed resigned.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Let’s still open it up for nominations. From the
south and from the central, right? There’s two positions.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Well, I don’t have a problem appointing David Gold

PEBZ-LT-88 OMIQY0I3Y HE3TD 245



®

Santa Fe County

Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of January 29, 2002
Page 51

208259y

as a permanent. But I sure would like the opportunity to find someone that would like to serve
on that, like the rest of you have the right to do.

MR. OJINAGA: There’s not a hurry for today. We could do it at the next
meeting.

COMMISSIONER GONZALES: Can we defer the decision to the February
administrative meeting? So the chairman can have his chance to find who he’d like to bring
forward.

MR. OJINAGA: That'’s fine.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: But if you want to appoint David, that’s—

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Yes, yes. We'll go ahead with the
recommendations to appoint Orlando Romero and Bruce Richardson and David Gold. And
then there’s one vacancy that Commissioner Duran will search for. That’s part of my motion.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman, I think one of these vacancies
is in the southern sector. Is that still correct?

MR. OJINAGA: Yes, that’s correct.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Even after you make an appointment today.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: The person has to reside in the southern sector.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So I would certainly like to look at the
resume of the individual that you just mentioned has submitted.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: I think you might be missing the point. I
recommended—

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I'm not missing the point.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Oh, okay.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I remember when we made those
appointments. That was my first Commission meeting. And we had a list of appointees and I
remember Commissioner Trujillo came in late and he wanted to appoint Mr. Gold and we had
already made the appointments. So we appointed him as an alternate. And it was done just on
a general basis because I remember asking for a map to see who was coming from each area.
So we knew that we had people covered. And the staff prepared a nice colored map of that.
So I think certainly bring forward whoever you’d be interested in but it has to be from the
southern area.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: That’s no problem. I can do that.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: And if this individual has indicated an
interest, and I don’t know him, then he could be considered as well, or whoever the Board
wants to select. I don’t think we set up a procedure where we each appoint one.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: I recall something different. I recall you and
Commissioner Campos—

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: CDRC. Why don’t we go back, rather than
debating it now and just bring forward the best individual that we feel is the best qualified. It
may well be who you suggest.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Or it could not be.
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COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Or it could not. That’s correct.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: You never know. Okay. That’s fine. So that’s your
motion, to appoint those three?

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Those three, yes.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: And there was a second?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: To appoint them right now?

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Yes.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Two of them are already in. All of them are
in.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: See what you did, Edward, by resigning? Okay, any
other discussion? Those in favor signify by saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed?
Motion carries.

VIII. B. 2, Appointments of the Santa Fe Maternal and Child Health Planning
Council members

MR, SHEPHERD: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, the Santa Fe MCH
Planning Council requests the appointment of Ms. Karolyn Wilson. She’s expressed her desire
to sit on the Council. She seems well qualified, being a registered Doula. Staff supports their
recommendation.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: What’s the pleasure of the Board?

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Move for approval.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Second.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: There’s a motion and a second. Any further
discussion? Those in favor signify by saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed? Motion
carries.

VIII. B. 3. Reappointment applications for the DWI Planning Council

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, staff recommends that Judge
Dimas, Judge Gallegos, Judge Duran, Representative Patsy Trujillo-Knavuer, Sergeant Ken
Johnson and Mr. Alan Wheeler be reappointed to the Santa Fe County DWI Council.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: What’s the pleasure of the Board?

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Move for approval, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Second. Any further discussion?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Robert, are there any others that have
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expressed an interest, because this would reappoint, as I understand it, all of the existing
members with no new members. Am I understanding that correctly or are there some
vacancies?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, these terms have
expired. Over the last year there have been several people that have expressed an interest and
the Commission has been able to appoint those others that have expressed an interest over time.

Katrina Kain is a student. Hillary Noskin from Giant Industry, are a couple of examples.
Kevin Henson, of new appointments. So right now, these are the only people that have
requested to remain, but we do get input and new people that request to be on the Council. But
at this time, staff recommends reappointment and we don’t have others to bring forward.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any other questions? Those in favor signify by
saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed? Motion carries.

VII. B. 4. Road Advisory Committee reappointment

ROBERT MARTINEZ (Deputy Public Works Director): Mr. Chairman,
Commissioners, Public Works is recommending the reappointments of two individuals to the
Road Advisory Committee. The first individual is Steve Duran, who has represented the
Pojoaque, Nambe and Cuyamungue areas of the last six years. His term expires now in
February and he has volunteered to serve for an additional term.

The other area is Area 8, which includes Country Club Estates, Pifion Hills, Puesta del
Sol, Lopez Lane and that area. Mr. Richard Sena has represented this area for the last three
years as an alternate. He has volunteered to serve this area as the committee member instead of
as the alternate. Public Works recommends the reappointment of Mr. Steve Duran to Area 2
and Mr. Richard Sena to Area 8.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any questions of Robert?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Robert, weren’t you doing some proposed
redistricting of the Road Advisory Committee, or what is the status of that?

MR. MARTINEZ: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, we were in the
process of realigning some of the boundaries of the Road Advisory areas, but we were waiting
until after the Commission district redistricting was complete. So we will be moving forward
with the redistricting, or moving the boundaries of some of the Road Advisory areas.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any other questions of Robert? What’s the pleasure of
the Board?

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: One question. Both of these members have
been active in attending Road Advisory Committee meetings and they’ve complied with the
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dictates of being active?
MR. MARTINEZ: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Trujillo, both of these individuals
attend on a regular basis.

COMMISSIONER TRUJILLO: Move for approval, Mr. Chairman.

COMMISSIONER GONZALES: Second.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: There’s a motion and a second. Any further
discussion? Those in favor signify by saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed? Motion
carries.

Thank you, Robert.

IX. B. 5. Request authorization to enter into a lease agreement with Diamond
Development, Inc. for office space to house the DWI screening

program

MR. SHEPHERD: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, the Santa Fe DWI
program requests authorization to enter into a lease with Diamond Development for office space
to house their DWI screening program, specifically, their magistrate court screening program.
They have located office space within the same complex that the DWI program is located,
directly across the parking lot. It is 645 square feet. Rent, to include the association fee is
$900 a month, for an annual square foot of $16.75. We did get three quotes. There was one
comparable to this but it did have a higher CPI increase on the second year lease. I stand for
any questions.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any questions of Steve?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Shepherd, how many square feet are we
talking about? 6457 ,

MR. SHEPHERD: That’s correct.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: And how much is it per square foot?

MR. SHEPHERD: Monthly, $1.40.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: And annually?

MR. SHEPHERD: $16.75.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Okay.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Where’s it located?

MR. SHEPHERD: It’s at the Aspen Drive Office Condominiums. Directly
behind K-mart.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: That includes utilities?

MR. SHEPHERD: No. It does not include utilities.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Is there a CAM in addition to that? A common area
maintenance fee?

MR. SHEPHERD: Yes. That’s included in the dollar amount I gave you. The
rent is $850, the association fee is $50.
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CHAIRMAN DURAN: Okay. Any other questions of Steve?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Move to approve.

COMMISSIONER GONZALES: Second.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: There’s a motion to approve and a second. Any
further discussion? Those in favor signify by saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed?
Motion carries.

IX. B. 6. Request approval of distribution grant application to DFA for local
DWI funds

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, this is the annual application
that is submitted by staff, Mr. Sims, based on the work of the DWI Council and is the largest
funding source for the DWI Council. With that, Mr. Chairman, I stand for questions?

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any questions of Robert?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Anaya, this is the two proposals, one with
teen court and one without, here? Is that right?

MR. ANAYA: Mr, Chairman, Commissioner Campos, that’s correct.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Which one do you recommend?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner, what we’ve basically been
forced to do by the Department of Finance and Administration is reduce the DWI funding that
goes to teen court from this pocket of money. But at the same time, we are lobbying DFA
through the legislature to allow us to determine the amount that goes into teen court and we
would like to see them maintain us utilizing a higher amount. If the DFA ruling stands then we
have to go with the reduced amount on the teen court and cover that gap with our other CWI
money that we get from the Traffic Safety Bureau. But I believe the reason that Mr. Sims is
placing it this way is if we’re successful at lobbying DFA through the legislature and giving us
more flexibility, we’d rather use that particular scenario.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Is teen court at any jeopardy at this point? Do
you think there is sufficient alternative sources?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Campos, teen court has been
historically being reduced in funding from DFA over the past several years, about two or three
years. And we’re, like I said, we’re making a strong effort with DWI. But we’re also,
through the work of David Sims and Frank Maguourilos prevention specialist, in conjunction
with Alice, applied for a juvenile justice grant, which would actually enhance the program and
make it bigger and better for the community.

We feel that over the short term we’re okay with maintaining the funding level at what
it’s been at, but if over time, DFA continues to reduce that amount, there could be an issue
where we would need another source of revenue to fill the gap. But on the short term, we feel
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that we have to accommodate it with other resources.
COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Thank you.
CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any other questions of Robert? What’s the pleasure of

the Board?
COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Move for approval, Mr. Chairman.
COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Including teen court?
COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Well, both are the same. Both dollar requests
are the same.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: The totals are the same.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: The totals are the same.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: But the numbers are a little different.

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, I would ask that you approve the dollar
amount, giving us the flexibility with that revenue from teen court to be able to utilize it out of
LDWI if we need to. Commissioner Sullivan is correct. The total amount is correct but it
would require a shift so we’d like to get that clarification that we be allowed to—

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: But you do have to submit one or the other.
You can’t submit both, right? Your recommendation was it be submitted with or without the
teen court.

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, Mr. Shepherd has
informed me that we are going to in fact submit both.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: You are going to submit both. Double
trouble. Okay.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: So we’re not excluding teen court from this?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, that’s correct.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Good.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So the motion, I guess, is to submit both
applications, based on staff recommendation.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Second.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any further discussion? Those in favor signify by
saying “aye.” [Unanimous] Opposed? Motion carries.

IX. B. 7. Request approval of DWI detoxification/treatment grant agreement
No. 01-I-G-27 with DFA

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, the reason that this item was
moved to the Community Health Development Department is because it pertains to the
discussion that we had this moming around the CARE Connection initiative. We received the
$300,000 recurring allocation for substance and alcohol abuse issues. We request your
approval of this BAR so that we can expend these revenues through the use of an RFP between
now and June 30", so that we won’t be subject to losing these resources. I stand for any
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questions, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN DURAN: Any questions of Robert? What’s the pleasure of the
Board?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Commissioner, I've got a question. I think
the direction we gave, or the Chairman gave you this morning was not to spend any money.
And what we would be spending money on if we submitted an RFP?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, this particular pot of
money is money that if we don’t spend it by June 30® will go away. So what we’re
recommending is that we utilize some of the existing providers that we have in the community
to help them augment their services between now and June 30, with no guarantee that those
particular entities would be able to continue to get funding after June 30®. It would expend the
$300,000 so we won’t be subject to loss. It would be subject to an RFP process that we’ve
already prepared a draft on, and we’re primarily going to focus on those entities and the
services that they provide under the health care money we give under the Indigent Fund and
under which we provide revenue and resources from the DWI program. If we do not spend
this money, or RFP to spend it, we will lose this revenue.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I guess what’s confusing to me is that this
morning in the meeting we had with the Indigent Board, we were $211,000 in the hole on DWI
programs and we had a variety of mechanisms to make that difference up. Is this that
mechanism that we discussed this morning?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, this is the $100,000
mechanism that Steve discussed this morning. If in fact you approve the direction and the
BAR, we will initiate the RFP and it will fill $100,000 of that gap that was discussed with Mr.
Shepherd.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: And that requires an RFP? It can’t be
utilized for the existing entities that are under the providers, the approved providers?

MR. ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, my honest opinion is I
wish that we could utilize the existing contracts. I will look into that again. The initial
discussion that we’ve had with procurement has put us in a position where we need an RFP, but
we would be happy to revisit that to see if that’s a possibility.
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