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j/ f
L Call to Order e 7
II. Roll Call Wﬁ{

III. Pledge of Allegiance
IV. Invocation . ¢ 8’ s
V. Approval of Agenda & 2" 7

A. Amendments M M

B. Tabled or Withdrawn Items _ . YJ DJV"

VI. Approval of Minutes = Jé~) 20>
VII. Matters of Public Concern -NON-ACTION ITEMS
VIII. Matters from the Commission

A. Resolution No. 2003 FX Resolution of Support for the Proposed State of New
Mexico Regional Ti'algy_ District (RTD) Act

B. Resolution No. 2003 £7A Resolution by the City and County of Santa Fe
Concerning Joint Development of a Sustainable Water Supply System for the
Santa Fe Metropolitan Area | Y

C. Reconsideration of Resolution No. 2003 = A Resolution Accepting Churchill Road
for County Maintenance

D. Resolution No. 2003 £'A Resolution Supporting the Passage of Legislation

' Authorizing Santa Fe County to Exercise the Local Option to Impose a Liquor

Excise Tax on Alcoholic Beverages = _ .

E. Discussion and Direction for Interim Bond Counsel, Financial Advisor and
Underwriter Services for Potential Bond Refunding Opportunities

}f/ F. Executive Session: Limited Personnel Issues — Consideration of the Selection of the
QJJi ~~  Santa Fe County Manager
IX. Presentations

A. Santa Fe County Economic Business Park Presentation

B. Presentation from Economic and Planning Systems (EPS) Regarding the Fiscal
Impact Study for the Community College District '

Amended Agenda



X. Consent Calendar , 2489279
A. Request Adoption of Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law for the Following
Land Use Cases:
1. EZ Case #S 02-4501 - Altshuler LLC Subdivision (Approved)
2. CDRC CASE #V 02-5490 — Rosa Ortiz Variance (Denied)
3. CDRC CASE #V 02-5380 — Armando Jurado Variance (Approved)

B. Request Authorization to Accept and Award a Professional Service Agreement to
the Highest Qualified Respondent for RFP #23-17, the Santa Fe County Land
Development Code Re-Write (Land Use Department)

C. Resolution No. 2003 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the General Fund
(101)/Land Use Department to Budget Special Appropriation Project (SAP) Grant
Received from the New Mexico Environment Department for Expenditure in
Fiscal Year 2003 (Land Use Department)

D. Resolution No. 2003 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the General Fund
(101)/Treasurer’s Office to Budget Fiscal Year 2002 Cash Balance for Expenditure
in Fiscal Year 2003 (Finance Department)

E. Resolution No. 2003 ~ A Resolution Requesting a Budget Transfer from the
General Fund (101)/Finance Department to Various Elected Officials/
Departments for the Personnel Salaries and Benefits Expenditure of the January
11, 2003 Implementation of the $.60/hr COLA Increase and One-Time Payout for
Santa Fe County Employees (Excluding CWA Union Employees and Elected
Officials) (Finance Department)

F. Resolution No. 2003 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the EMS -
Healthcare Fund (232) to Budget Fiscal Year 2002 Cash Balance for Expenditure
in Fiscal Year 2003 (Finance Department)

G. Resolution No. 2003 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the Water
Enterprise Fund (505) to Budget Fiscal Year 2002 Cash Balance for Expenditure
in Fiscal Year 2003 (Utilities Department)

XI. Staff and Elected Officials’ Items

A. County Clerk’s Office
1. Appointment of the Election Board

B. Project & Facilities Management Department
1. Resolution No. 2003 — A Resolution Officially Changing the Name of Old
Agua Fria Road to Rabbit Road (Located at Southern Terminus of Saint
Francis Drive)
C. Utilities Department
1. Request Approval to Implement Temporary Rates for the El Vadito
Water Association
D. Matters from the County Manager
1. Request Authorization to Enter Into Agreement Between the Town of
Taos and Santa Fe County to House Town of Taos Inmates at the Santa
Fe County Detention Center

2. Legislative Update
,@wﬂgé_s. NPEDS Update




E. Matters from the County Attorney 2489250
1. Executive Session
. a. Discussion of Pending or Threatened Litigation
' b. Discussion of Possible Purchase, Acquisition or Disposal of Real
Property or Water Rights

XII. Public Hearings

A. Land Use Department
1. Ordinance No. 2003 — An Ordinance Amending Ordinance 1996-10, the

Santa Fe County Land Development Code, Article V, Section 5.2 Master
Plan Procedures to Require the Submission of a Preliminary Water and
Liquid Waste Disposal Plan with Master Plan Applications and Include
Language that Clarifies that a Master Plan Approval does not Confer a
Vested Development Right. Second Public Hearing. Roman Abeyta
2. BCC CASE #M 03-5020 -- Winemark Distributing & Impact Co.
Winemark Distributing & Import Co. (Donald F. Poston, President),
Applicant is Requesting Approval of a Wholesaler Liquor License for a
Wholesale Distribution Business to be Located off State Road 14 at 36
Bisbee Court within the Turquoise Trail Business Park, Section 24,
Township 16 North, Range 8 East (Commission District 5). Joe Catanach
3. LCDRC CASE #V 02-5301 - Buff Douthitt Variance. Buff Douthitt,
Applicant, Al Quintana, Agent, Request a Variance of Article XIV,
Section 6.10.1 (Areas for Commercial Development and Requirements) of
" -the Land Development Code to Allow Commercial Use on 3.03 Acres.
The Property is Located at the Intersection of the West Frontage Road
< and Los Pinos Road within the Traditional Historic Community of La
‘ Cienega/La Cieneguilla, within 26 and 27, Township 16 North, Range 8
. East (Commission District 3). Wayne Dalton
4. TDRC CASE #S 02-5291 — Tesuque Ridge Subdivision. Jay Ross,
Applicant, Scott Hoeft, Agent, Request Final Development Plan and Plat
Approval for a 12 Lot Residential Subdivision on 100 Acres. This
Request Includes a Variance of Article VII, Section 6.7.8 (Fire Protection
Plan and Required Improvements) to Allow the Furthest Buildable
Portion of Three Lots to Exceed the Code Required 1,000 Foot Spacing
From a Fire Hydrant. The Property is Located in the Traditional
Historic Community of Tesuque, Within Section 6, Township 17 North,
Range 10 East (Commission District 1). Wayne Dalton
5. CDRC CASE #V 02-5470 — Bruce Oakeley Variance. Bruce Oakeley is
Requesting a Variance to Article ITI, Section 10 (Lot Size Requirements)
of the Land Development Code to Allow a Land Division of 7.53 Acres to
/( create One 2.5 acre Tract and One 5.03 Acre Tract. The Property is
' Located off of East pine Within Section 6, Township 14 North, Range 9
East (Commission District 5). Vicki Lucero

XIIl. 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 COUNTY

REGULAR MEETING

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

February 11, 2003

This regular meeting of the Santa Fe Board of County Commissioners was called to
order at approximately 4:10 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 Bustamante and

. indicated the presence of a quorum as follows:
Members Present: Members Absent:
Commissioner Jack Sullivan, Chairman [None]

Commissioner Paul Duran
Commissioner Paul Campos
Commissioner Mike Anaya
Commissioner Harry Montoya

An invocation was given by Rabbi Leonard Helman.
V.  APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

A. Amendments
B. Tabled or withdrawn items

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Mr. Kopelman, are there changes?

STEVE KOPELMAN (Interim County Manager): Thank you, Mr. Chairman,
members of the Commission. I'm going to go real quickly through the changes from the
originally published agenda. There are additions under VIII. C is added, Reconsideration of
Resolution No. 2003- . A resolution accepting Churchill Road for County maintenance. VIIL
D. A resolution supporting passage of legislation authorizing Santa Fe County to exercise the
local option to impose a liquor excise tax on alcoholic beverages. Subsection E, Discussion and

. direction for interim bond counsel, financial advisor and underwriter services for potential bond
refunding opportunities. Then Subsection F would be an executive session for limited personnel
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issues, consideration of the selection of the Santa Fe County manager.

In addition, under the Consent Agenda, X. E and G. There were minor errors in both
of those. Maybe if our Finance Director Katherine Miller could, after you agree on the Consent
items could explain the minor changes and hand out the amendments on E and G. Also on XI.
D. 3, the NPDES update, we’re asking that to be removed until the next meeting. That’s the
National Pollution discharge system permit.

And then finally, Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, XII. A. 5, CDRC Case
#V 02-5470, Bruce Oakley Variance is being requested for tabling on that matter.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Other amendments or withdrawals from the
Commission? Hearing none, what’s the pleasure of the Commission?

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

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Motion and second. Discussion? Commissioner
Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Under VIII. F, executive session, were we going
to maybe wait to see if we could go into executive session for a dinner break or how would we

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Whatever the Commission would like to do. What’s
the thoughts? Leave that item until about 5:30 or s0? 6:00? Commissioner Campos?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Chairman, we have public hearings starting
at 6:00. We have some other items, don’t we? It would be better to do public hearings at six
and maybe meet before six to take care of administrative matters if we have the chance. I’'m not
sure how we’re going to move through this but we could likely move through a lot of this very
quickly. But we do have some public hearings.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Mr. Kopelman, are there other items - we’ve got
two executive sessions here. Are there other items under the executive session E. Matters from
the County Attorney?

MR. KOPELMAN: Mr, Chairman, there are. There’s one matter that should be
real quick under pending or threatened litigation and we do have some issues to discuss on
possible purchase, acquisition, disposal of real property or water rights. I don’t think they’ll
take very long but there are three items.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: I guess the idea was to break it apart if we wanted
to because the consideration of the selection of the County Manager doesn’t need counsel there.
We don’t have to have an attorney at that meeting. But we could do both at the same time over
dinner.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: That’s fine.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Shall we shoot for roughly 5:30? So we would
delay until we hit about 5:30 then. Commissioner Duran?

COMMISSIONER DURAN: What’s for dinner?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Pizza.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: T just wondered.
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CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: She was taking up a collection. Are there any other
comments or questions on the agenda?

The motion to approve the agenda as amended passed by unanimous [5-0] voice
vote.

VI.  Approval of Minutes: Special meeting, January 7, 2003

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: I have one minor typographical change that I"d like
to make as an amendment. Are there any other comments or amendments? Hearing none -

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr, Chairman, move for approval as
amended.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Second.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Motion and second.

The motion to approve the January 7" special meeting minutes passed by
unanimous [5-0] voice vote,

January 14, 2003

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Again, I have some typographical changes that I'd
like to introduce into the record. Are there any other comments or changes the Commissioners
would like to make to those minutes?

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Move for approval, Mr. Chairman.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Motion for approval from Commissioner Duran.
Second from Commissioner Montoya.

The motion to approve the minutes from the January 14™ meeting passed by
unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

County Commission/City Council joint meeting January 16, 2003

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Again, I have two minor typographical changes I'd
like to introduce. Are there any others the Commission would like to introduce? Hearing none

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So moved.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Motion by Commissioner Anaya, seconded by
Commissioner Montoya.
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The motion to approve the minutes of the joint meeting of January 16™ passed by
unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

VII. Matters of Public Concern - Non-action items

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Are there any members of the public who would
like to address the County Commission on non-action items? Seeing none we’ll move to item
VIII.

VHI. Matters from the Commission
A, Resolution 2003-16. A resolution of support for the proposed state of New
Mexico Regional Transit District (RTD) Act

JACK KOLKMEYER (Planning Director): Thank you, Mr. Chairman,
Commissioners, good afternoon. I'm Jack Kolkmeyer, Planning Director for Santa Fe County.
With me this afternoon to help discuss this item with you by the way is Carol Raymond from
Santa Fe Southern Railroad who’s worked on preparation of the draft bill and to help us get to
this point where we are today. Attached in your packet from me is a copy of the draft
legislation for a Regional Transit District Act introduced into the House recently as House Bill
102 by Daniel Silva. Also in your packet is a proposed resolution of support and a brief bill
analysis prepared by County staff member Virginia Vigil who's also been tracking this bill and
there is also a companion bill in the Senate, which is Senate Bill 34.

This is an important step in helping the County and the City to move forward finally
with a joint mechanism for the funding and operation of our commuter train project as well as
for the re-establishment of our regional Park and Ride system which we’ve struggled with, as
you know, for a number of years. On January 29™ the proposed bills passed the House
Judiciary Committee and the Senate Corporations Committee and last Friday also passed the
House Finance and Corporation Committee. The bill is moving along extremely well and we
think it’s appropriate at this point in the movement of the bill and relative to our needs to ask
you to pass a resolution of support.

I want to take just a minute too. I know you discussed this at the Regional Planning
Authority meeting the other night and I appreciated that discussion and some of the points that
you brought up and I’d like to just reiterate some of the important points of the draft and
address a couple of the issues that you brought up the other night. First of all, this bill is to
organize regional transit districts, that is to create the districts. So it’s really an organizational
bill on many fronts because establishing these districts will probably take some time, a year,
maybe two years and so there’s going to have to be an effort to go into this. But as you know,
one of the problems we had with Park and Ride and in looking at spending our $10 million
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authorization for a commuter train project is how we’re going to cooperate with the City or if
the City is going to cooperate or we're going to cooperate together on that project without
having a mechanism where we can operate and plan for these kinds of facilities jointly.

The second step in this draft bill is for us to actually create service plans, and $1.9
million will be appropriated as a result of this bill with $200,000 going to each regional transit
district to help them create service plans. And that’s where we get down to the nitty gritty of
how we would do Park and Ride or how we would operate our commuter train service.
Ultimately, the financing to construct and run these things is also in the bill but it’s probably a
little bit further down the pike before we actually get to the financing of these types of projects.
And again, don’t forget, for the commuter train, we’ve already got the funding for the
acquisition and the setting up of the initial phases of the commuter train already in hand with
federal funding. Park and Ride is a slightly different issue but even getting to be able to get to
the financing mechanisms through this regional transportation district act are a little bit down
the road.

However, built into the RTD Act is bonding capacity the eventual districts would be
able to use. What’s missing is taxing authority. And I know you discussed this the other night at
the RPA meeting. And while we agree with you and the original draft of the act included taxing
authority, the past history of getting this kind of legislation enacted has failed by the wayside
mostly because of the taxing authority problem. So it has been taken out of this act but we think
that once these things are established, these districts are established we’d be able to come back
and ask the legislature for additional funding.

By the way, however, there are two other bills working their way through the
legislature right now asking for taxing authority for regional transportation in a separate bill and
also there is another bill, Senate Bill 420, allowing for the imposition of gross receipts tax for
transit. So there are a couple things that are moving along parallel and we hope they’ll come
together as a result of this act, but we just wanted to let you know that we agree with comments
that were made the other night that taxing authority should be an integral part of this, but it isn’t
in this bill right now.

Regardless of that, we would ask for you to support this resolution because it really
does help us, as I said, to re-establish our regional Park and Ride program and to acquire the
Santa Fe Southern and begin planning for the central Santa Fe commuter train. Having said
that, I will stand for questions and as I indicated, Carol Raymond is here if you’d like to ask
any questions of her as well., Thank you.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Questions from the Commission? Jack, I had one
question. On the last page of House Bill 102, it says that the legislation would authorize bond
issues to finance a district to purchase, construct, renovate, equip or furnish a regional transit
system project. So if you authorize the bond issues, how do you repay the bonds? With
revenues?

MR. KOLKMEYER: Do you know the answer to that, Carol? It was my
understanding that they’d be general obligation bonds but I’m not sure.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: You want to come forward so everyone can here?
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CAROL RAYMOND: Your question is a good one and that’s an issue that we
pushed for for a year, actually two years to get taxing authority in the bill. The bill is set up so
that it doesn’t allow taxing authority but it doesn’t deny it either and the hope is that through
advocacy, we’ll be able to have a bill that allows taxing authority, thereby underwriting the
bonding that this gives it. So, yes, partially by fare box, but as you all know, there’s not a
transit system in the world that can run itself entirely by fare box.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: So at this point it’s a structural piece and it really
couldn’t - bonds couldn’t be issued unless there’s some taxation authority granted later on.

MS. RAYMOND: That’s correct. Or some state funding of transit.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Okay. Thank you. Other questions? What’s the
wish of the Commission?

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Move for approval, Mr. Chairman,

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Motion for approval and a second.

The motion to approve Resolution 2003-16 passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

VII. B. Resolution No. 2003-17. A resolution by the City and County of Santa Fe
concerning joint development of a sustainable water supply system for the
Santa Fe metropolitan area

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: You have a copy of this resolution in your packet
and I'd like to recognize in the audience City Councilor Wurzburger and if it’s okay with the
Commission, to have her make a brief presentation on this particular resolution and its genesis.

CITY COUNCILOR REBECCA WURZBURGER: I didn’t hear the okay, but
hear I am, okay.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Silence is consent.

COUNCILOR WURZBURGER: Silence is consent here. You look different on
that side. Hello. It’s actually my first time to speak before the Commission. Wish me luck.
Seriously, thank you for the chance to be here. This resolution came from our side from a
group of councilors who’ve worked over the last few months to really explore further the kind
of cooperation that we can have with the County on looking at the critical issue of stopping the
competition that we face together in looking at new sources of water.

Already because of some of the comments that were received at the Public Works
Committee last night, at the City Council, I want to again go on public record here at the
County to say what this resolution is not. This is not a resolution to merge our current water
systems. It is not a resolution for the County to take advantage of the City’s water. It is not a
resolution for the City to take over the wells in the county. It is a resolution that allows us to
take advantage of a unique time in history, which is when we now have a new govermnor who
has very clearly said that he wants to see us work together on regional and county levels to
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address issues of water.

This is designed as a mechanism so that we can go forward, have in our hands in
writing, a statement that says we want to further cooperate, and specifically, we’re asking the
governor and the legislature for four things. One, to recognize that we are working
cooperatively in the areas that we’ve identified. Second, that we are directing our staffs at both
the City and County level to investigate possible legal structures for continuing to cooperate to
obtain future sources of water supply for the region. Third, we’re asking them to help us in
whatever way possible with technical assistance and funding so that we in Santa Fe City and
County can become the model for implementing the regional planning effort that the governor
has talked about. And finally we ask that our staff direct copies of this resolution to everybody
practically, who’s at the State Capitol over the next six weeks.

The other thing I'd want to say about this is that in Public Works last night the
resolution was passed on to Council with an extrication that is not acceptable to those of us who
prepared the resolution. We do not sit on that committee. We have, tomorrow, that is the
version that will go forward but through the work that I've done today I feel confident that
through further discussion that we can expect one small amendment to what you have before
you and that we hope our Council will pass this. I know it’s awkward for you to see it first but
timing was of the essence because of needing to get this to the legislature before the 20" in case
we do come up with any legislative options.

So if I may, Commissioner, Id just like to point out the one change that you might
want to consider or you may not. But that is the change that we expect to introduce tomorrow.
And that would be on the second page. It is the third whereas. It’s after the word "regional
water system" we would insert upon the vote of the electorate. And that’s the same language
that would be inserted at the bottom, at the end of item 2, where it ends with the word
"mission.” We would put "upon the vote of the electorate."

One of the Councilors who is committed to our working together, Councilor Coss, was
concerned that in no way we be looking at structural changes to either or our systems, even the
addition of a new mechanism unless it would be discussed through the electorate and voted on
upon the electorate. So that’s the only change. If that’s not clear I can bring that up to you.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Mr, Chairman.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Councilor, so in reading paragraph 2, you’re
saying - what’s the last part of that sentence?

COUNCILOR WURZBURGER: Paragraph 2, in terms of the resolution itself?

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Right. Where it says -

COUNCILOR WURZBURGER: It would say the City and County are directed
to investigate possible legal structures. That paragraph remains the same, ending with the word
mission, and then a comma and it says, "upon the vote of the electorate.” In other words, that
we would not create any new entities unless we had a referendum,

COMMISSIONER DURAN: We would not create any new entities?

COUNCILOR WURZBURGER: Because that’s what number two is regarding.
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It’s regarding investigating possible legal structures for cooperating including the possibility of a
new entity or entities.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Councilor, could you get us a current copy of this?
Laura? My copy doesn’t even include the third paragraph that you were talking about. She’s
going to make a quick copy of it.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: While you’re looking at that, can I ask a question,
Mr. Chairman?

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Commissioner Duran.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Rebecca, does this resolution limit us to only
working on projects that are on a cooperative basis with the City? Or do you see - I see the
County working on several projects that aren’t listed in this particular list of projects that we’re
working on cooperatively. I'm wondering if by not mentioning them in here do you in your
mind see that as precluding us from being able to do something?

COUNCILOR WURZBURGER: No, I think it’s quite the opposite if I'm
understanding your question. The idea would be we’re already cooperating on these areas but in
future areas of going out and looking for additional water we would try to form a way of doing
that together so that if we were going - we’ve got 29 options we’re now looking at for the City
through our 20-year plan that are being assessed. But rather than doing those independently, we
would look at those together.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Okay.

COUNCILOR WURZBURGER: Now what that really means yet, that’s what
this planning mechanism would enable us to figure out.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: My only concemn, the reason I ask that is that
there might be some points of diversion that we definitely want to work towards developing,
other than what’s mentioned here, and I would hate, I would have some concern that if the City
doesn’t agree to those points of diversion of those other possibilities and the Commission still
pursues that then that would create problems for us.

COUNCILOR WURZBURGER: I think what we’re talking about, creating the
mechanism, that can be part of it. We can have a rule from the very beginning that if we can’t
agree on something, sort of like what we’re doing now, we would continue to do it by
ourselves. But the idea is, from my perspective in sponsoring this, is to narrow those times that
we would do that. But it’s certainly not inherent that if we agree to this together that means that
we won’t ever again look at doing things separate. I think we’re quite good at doing things
separately to the dysfunction of togetherness.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I agree. There’s no question that we need to do it
together.

COUNCILOR WURZBURGER: That’s a long answer. It would not preclude
that option. But hopefully we’ll get to a point that you wouldn’t want that option.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I agree. 1 hope we get there too.

COUNCILOR WURZBURGER: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Other questions of Councilor Wurzburger? Okay,



Santa Fe County
Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of February 11, 2003

Page 9
what’s the pleasure of the Commission? 2489 289
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman.
CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Commissioner Montoya.
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I’d like to move for approval of this
resolution.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I'd like to second it for discussion.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Motion and a second.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: There was one paragraph in here that I don’t see
in this version that referenced the Sangre y Jemez efforts or recommendations.

COUNCILOR WURZBURGER: That is in this version that we’re going to be
looking at. I’m sorry if you don’t have the correct version. Would you like me to read that,
Commissioner?

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Maybe for the record, why don’t you?

COUNCILOR WURZBURGER: Sure. This is the second whereas on the
second page. And it says, "Whereas the City and the County are supportive of the Jemez y
Sangre Regional Water Planning process, and the City and County will carefully consider the
proposed alternatives in developing future water plans and/or specific projects.”

COMMISSIONER DURAN: And this will be submitted to the City? That will
be part of the submittal to the City tomorrow?

COUNCILOR WURZBURGER: Yes, it will. This was part of what was
submitted last night to Public Works.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Also under discussion, did we want to include the
draft language that Councilor Wurzburger has shown us that they intend to introduce at the City
Council meeting tomorrow night? Or do we want to approve it without that?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: With.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: So your motion was to include that. And the
seconder?

COMMISSIONER DURAN: That’s fine.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Okay. So the third whereas would include the
phrase "upon the vote of the electorate” and number two, under Now, therefore be it resolved,
at the end would be a comma and include the phrase "upon the vote of the electorate.”

GERALD GONZALEZ (Acting County Attorney): Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Who said that? Oh, there you are.

MR. GONZALEZ: I just wanted to make sure that the motion also included the
additional paragraph regarding Jemez y Sangre so it’s clear that the two versions would be in
complete alignment.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Do you include that?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Yes. It’s actually, Mr. Chairman, the second
resolution that we have in our packet.

MR. GONZALEZ: That’s correct.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Never put two resolutions in the packet.
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COUNCILOR WURZBURGER: We’ve gone through a lot to get this
organized.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Is there further discussion? We have a motion and a
second for approval, Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: I want to thank the Councilor for coming forward
and talking with us and I look forward to working with you on this.

COUNCILOR WURZBURGER: Thank you very much.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I also would like to thank Councilor
Waurzburger and I have mentioned at the meeting that we had recently that I see this kind of as a
beginning of different resolutions that we at the County should be looking at. I'd like to see one
where we have one with Rio Arriba County and one with the City of Espaiiola as well, since
they are part of this regional planning that we should be looking at for long-term water. Thank
you, Councilor Wurzburger.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: And with Edgewood.

COUNCILOR WURZBURGER: I think that’s in Colorado.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: That’s in Torrance County.

COUNCILOR WURZBURGER: May I say one other thing, Mr. Chairman?

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Go ahead.

COUNCILOR WURZBURGER: T do want to reinforce that Councilor
Robertson Lopez has really been an integral part of this and she wasn’t able to be here today.
So whatever support you give us I thank you for her as well.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: We do appreciate, Councilor, you’re taking the lead
on this and there were numerous meetings with Commissioners and staff to hammer out
language that would be acceptable to both governing bodies. Thank you very much. We have a
motion and a second.

The motion to approve Resolution 2003-17 passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Give our regards to the rest of the Council.

vl C. Resolution No. 2003-18. A resolution accepting Churchill Road for County
maintenance

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Vice Chair Campos would you take the chair on
this item? I’ll need to recuse myself.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Do we have the resolution in the packet? Okay.
We heard this matter at the last meeting. Any discussion from the Commission?

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Mr. Chairman.
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COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Sir.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I actually thought that it would be a good idea to
bring this thing forward again since the reason that we denied it at the last meeting was for the
reason that that section of Dinosaur Trail, which is part of the access to Churchill Road was not
improved to County standards. And last week at the EZA, actually I think it was the same
night, we approved a development called the Gardner Subdivision and in that approval process
we required that they improve and bring that section of road that was the reason for not
approving this particular resolution, they need to bring it up to County standards. So in light of
that, we now don’t have, we would not have a gap of substandard road that our people would
have to travel to improve Churchill Road. So I would ask the Commission to allow us to have
to bring this thing forward for reconsideration at the next meeting.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Any other comment by any Commissioner?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, so we’re asking to bring it back?
We can’t just -

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Let’s get direction from our County Manager.
Mr, Kopelman, where are we on this one? Do we have authority to act tonight?

MR. KOPELMAN: Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, based on the
agenda caption, I believe you do have the right to act on this resolution today, yes.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Okay, any other comments before a motion? My
only comment on this is I’d still like to continue working on these standards, because there are
some issues that are open and staff is working on those. So I don’t want that to die with the
approval of this. But is there a motion?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So moved.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second.

The motion to approve Resolution 2003-18 passed by unanimous [4-0] voice vote
with Commissioner Sullivan having recused himself.

VII. D. Resolution No. 2003-19. A resolution supporting the passage of legislation
authorizing Santa Fe County to exercise the local option to impose a liquor
excise tax on alcoholic beverages

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Thank you, Commissioner Campos, that was fast.
We’re going to let you do these more often. Who would like to present this? Ms. Vigil.

VIRGINIA VIGIL (Policy Analyst): Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of
the Board. This is not the first time this resolution is coming before the Santa Fe County Board
of County Commissioners. After having done some research, in 1995, a similar resolution
came before the Board. Basically, what this resolution does is support legislative language
change that allows for local government to go to the voters to enact a local liquor excise tax
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option. The statute is very specific. We can only enact up to a ten percent excise option. There
are several bills that are circulating through the roundhouse right now. After having spoken
with Senator Pete Campos today my understanding is they are working on consolidating these
bills and with the governor to see what they could work out for local option for local
governments.

I don’t know what the final consolidated bill will look like. Senator Campos was
initially approached because he was sponsoring a bill that was allowing San Miguel County to
exercise this local option and we were attempting to get him to include Santa Fe County. There
are observations right now that they will include all counties to allow them to exercise this
option but they’re also working out and hammering out whether or not there will be a cap on
percentages or not. So I think basically what we’re here before you today is to ask for your
direction on supporting this and I think probably the most prudent way to proceed would be
find out what that consolidate bill looks like and let our legislative delegation know that we
would like this option for Santa Fe County. My sense is that we would like to know what in
fact that option would mean for us, if it would require a cap or not and not knowing that right
now, the resolution before you is pretty general and just states that this Board of County
Commissioners does support the local liquor option.

And just for some informational background, liquor excise tax produces about $35 million a
year, and McKinley County, who’s been the only county who has been exercising this option
had a statutory change, is having some significant results for their drug and alcohol related
problems and I think other counties are looking to them as a model and sustainable resource
through this local option. So I stand before you for any questions on this and I'm happy to go
through the resolution piece by piece if you -

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Questions from the Commission?

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Commissioner Duran.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I think that we’ve all read all the horrendous
stories of the deaths caused by DWI. I am in support of this resolution and the legislation that
we're trying to get enacted. I think that our DWI programs in our community needs as much
funding as possible to enhance the programs that we have right now to deal with the DWI
problem and to come up with new ways of dealing with DWI offenders and try to educate them
and get to them before they get ten DWIs and then they end up killing somebody. So I would
like to make a motion that we approve this resolution.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: There’s a motion and a second. Discussion?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I think that this is a step in the right direction.
I think in terms of the long-term plans that we have for the County, particularly of the CARE
Connection, I think this is an avenue that would lead us to where we need to be in terms of
funding for that facility and the services, more importantly that are going to be provided by that
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facility. I just wanted to point out a couple of other bills, one that has been passed, House Bill
117 that is going to have a fiscal impact on counties. Essentially what they’re saying, I think it’s
third of fourth conviction which is essentially a felony, you’re going to be required to provide
treatment to that individual, Well, a felon is typically in a jail, right? So that means that we’re
going to have to start providing these treatment services in jails for these offenders, which is
something that — are we doing that right now, Mr. Chairman? I don’t think that that’s
happening. So that’s going to have a fiscal impact. How are we going to cover that particular
cost?
The other one that I'm really mixed about, Mr. Chairman, is Senate Bill 155 by Senator

Herd. He wants to increase, double the excise taxes. Essentially, my understanding on that one
is the revenues that will be generated will be going all over the place. To medical investigator’s
office, to Medicaid, to the general fund. And then a piece will of course be given to hopefully
the counties to provide these services as well. That’s the one that concerns me a little bit
because again we’ll be getting probably a little bit in terms of the huge problem that we have
that we need to try to address. So Mr. Chairman, Ms. Vigil, I would suggest that as much as
possible we try to see what can be worked out hopefully with Senator Campos and hopefully
the governor will get the message that counties want to be able to solve their local problems
with their own local solutions. So I would encourage us to pursue that avenue as much as
possible. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Thank you for your expertise, Commissioner
Montoya, on that. Hands Across Culture, of course, is intimately involved in these issues.
Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: I agree totally with Commissioner Montoya.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Commissioner Duran? Commissioner Campos?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I too agree with Commissioner Montoya. I think
I would prefer to see the monies come to the counties locally. We have enough unfunded
mandates to take on more. We're having enough problems budgeting for the County detention
center is it is right now. So I would hope that you would keep that in mind when you’re
lobbying for the County.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: I would add my vote to that as well. We have a
motion and a second.

The motion to approve Resolution 2003-19 passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote,

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Thank you, Virginia.

MS. VIGIL: Just for a point of clarification, Mr. Chairman, Commissioners.
This resolution will be presented in committee hearings and the legislature will be informed that
we are supporting a local option, but I will come before you when the final consolidated bill is
for further direction to see how that bill actually pans out and ask for your direction at that
point.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Good. So we’ll have the specifics and we can
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address some of these questions that Commissioner Montoya has talked about.
MS. VIGIL: Exactly.
CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: All right.
MS. VIGIL: Thank you.

VII. E. Discussion and direction for interim bond counsel, financial advisor and
underwriter services for potential bond refunding opportunities

KATHERINE MILLER (Finance Director): Mr. Chairman, Commissioners,
I’d discussed this with a couple Commissioners and I wanted to bring it forward to the full
Commission. We were approached, the County was approached by one of our underwriters and
financial advisors that are not on contract at the moment but we have done bond financing with
that there is an opportunity right now to potentially refund one of our 1993 general obligation
bonds and the intent to do that would be to basically refund that bond and refinance it at current
interest rates with an estimated savings of about $100,000 over the remaining life of that bond.

I had informed the financial advisor that one of the issues we have right now is we have
a solicitation out for bond counsel services and we do not have on contract right now bond
counsel. I thought that it would be appropriate to come to the Commission and ask what you
feel on this issue as to whether we should pursue this and do interim contracts just for this
particular issue or whether we should stay with the process of getting a bond counsel and the
underwriter services.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Commissioner Duran.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Katherine, I thought that we were going to keep
our bond counsel on a month-to-month basis. That was I guess Strumor and - what was the
name of it? Who were they?

MS. MILLER: Hughes and Strumor. Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Duran,
their contract has expired and we did not have any issues at the current time and in conversation
with Estevan at the time and with the Attorney’s office, because we had so many issues we
thought we should go out with the solicitation. So we have a solicitation out right now for bond
counsel services.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: If we were to agree that this is something we
should pursue and we decided that we wanted Hughes and Strumor to represent us in this
particular case, and they don’t happen to be the successful, the person who wins the bid, the
successful applicant on the RFP, could they still continue the work under that and then whoever
our new bond counsel is could take on any other projects that we might want to pursue?

MS. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Duran, yes. Quite often our bond
counsel services are very bond issue-specific anyway, so that bond counsel could serve as
counsel on one issue without conflicting on another issue.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Then my last question, how long, if we don’t do
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it that way, how long will it take for us to get bond counsel through this process that we’ve
undertaken and what are the possibilities of us losing the ability to save this $100,000 through a
refi of the existing bond?

MS. MILLER: Mr, Chairman, Commissioner Duran, the schedule for a bond
counsel, the award of the bond counsel RFP is the end of March, for the last administrative
meeting in March. The solicitation closes at the end of the month and barring no problems with
that solicitation, we’ll probably do the interviews and then bring forward a recommendation to
the Commission on the last meeting in March. So that’s the answer to the first part of the
question. The second, the refunding opportunity is based upon the interest rate market right
now, so it’s hard to say whether that opportunity will be here in three months or two months or
a month and a half. I would say the economic trends at that moment are indicative that interest
rates will still remain low and that this opportunity may still be there. But it’s also one that kind
of every morning our underwriter and financial advisor would check to see what the market is
and try to hit the refunding issue at the optimum time.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: If we went to war, would you say the rates will
stay the same?

MS. MILLER: I wish I knew that.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Quick question. Katherine, Ms. Miller, you said
that we would save $100,000?

MS. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Campos, it’s estimated that we
would save $100,000. We have to go through a series of things with DFA as well. This
particular bond issue, we did a refunding in 99 of all of our general obligation bonds that
qualified. All of the older bonds except for this one did not qualify. This one did not.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Is it a net savings, after we pay counsel and all
the services and fees associated with refunding?

MS. MILLER: It’s estimated to be a net savings of $97,000 to $100,000.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Katherine, I had a question. We’re talking about
two things here, right? One is the bond counsel and the other is the underwriter. They’re not
one and the same, correct?

MS. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, actually three. Financial advisor, underwriter,
and bond counsel. They are separate individuals.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Okay, so the only individual that we have out for
RFPs now is the bond counsel. Is that correct?

MS. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, that’s correct.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: So you still need a financial advisor and an
underwriter if you wanted to do this refinancing, correct?

MS. MILLER: That’s correct.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: So the two options -~ what would be the fee to
these individuals, roughly stated?
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MS. MILLER: It’s estimated that cost of issuance with all of them, and that
would be something that’s negotiated. Most of our fees when we do general obligation bonds,
underwriter services are not actually negotiated. So those occur on a bidding basis. Then our
financial advisor, we do a contract with a financial advisor based upon the issue. I would
estimate that all of the costs of issuance including an underwriter’s discount, which would be
negotiated as well as bond counsel services, and that would probably, insurance on the bond
would be about $70,000 to $80,000 and then the $97,000 savings would be in addition to those
costs.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: But you could, in a relatively short period of time,
could you not go out for proposals for these services? There’s more than one entity that
provides these types of services aren’t there?

MS. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, that’s correct. There are several entities that do
all three services. Not each, but in each field.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: So specifically, what are you recommending? What
are you asking the Commission to do here?

MS. MILLER: Mr, Chairman, I was asking for direction as to whether we want
to try to take advantage of this funding opportunity, which would require some small contracts
with bond counsel, underwriter and financial advisor services, and if you are interested I would
go and contact three entities each, getting estimates and whether the manager could sign those
agreements if it was something that we could do relatively quickly and still obtain that savings
of $100,000.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: So you could go through this process, in accordance
with the Procurement Code of course.

MS. MILLER: Yes.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: And getting the three quotes that you need for each
of the services, it might be the one that’s ultimately selected as the bond counsel or it might not,
but that would depend on your negotiations with these three separate entities.

MS. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, yes. Underwriter services are exempt from the
Procurement Code, and then the other two services would be considered professional services.
But in all three cases we would seek to get the best deal for the County.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Even though they’re exempt it doesn’t prohibit you
from going out and getting the best deal for the County.

MS. MILLER: Correct.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Katherine, how much is it going to cost us to save
$100,000?

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: $70,000.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Seventy?

MS. MILLER: Yes. About $75,000, to save $100,000 net.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: I guess as long as we’re making money.
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COMMISSIONER DURAN: So we’re only going to be saving like $30,000?

MS. MILLER: No, it’s $100,000 after those costs. And as I said, all this has to
be approved for refunding through DFA. They will not allow us to do a refunding of a general
obligation bond unless we have a net savings of at least three percent.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Commissioner Duran.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: So the seventy that it cost, we’re going to get
repaid that, plus we’re going to save about $100,000.

MS. MILLER: Yes.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Other questions of Katherine? What’s the direction
we would like to give to the Finance Department?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr. Chairman, move for approval.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: There is no motion, just direction.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, I think the direction you’ve
outlined for us is what I would suggest that you do.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I agree.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I would agree. Let’s move forward with this.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Commissioner Anaya?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: I agree.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Commissioner Duran?

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I agree.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Okay, you’ve got it.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Chairman, there still could be Matters from
the Commission in general like we usually do.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Oh, yes. I’'m sorry. There may be. Let me go down
the line here. Commissioner Anaya. We're still under Matters from the Commission. Is there
anything you’d like to -

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: No.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Commissioner Duran.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I was thinking the other day and I had what might
be a brainstorm. We’ve had a moratorium out in Eldorado now for four or five years and no
new information has come forward concerning how we might be able to lift that moratorium
but yet the area continues to grow because there are approved lots that have the ability to hook
up to the water system. All of those lots still require, and that subdivision still requires services
that aren’t being provided because there’s no new water that’s being found or brought to the
area. So I was thinking if this Commission might want to consider some kind of amendment to
the moratorium that kind of follows the same thing that the City is doing relative to their ability
or their issuance of building permits.

I’'m sure there are a lot of houses out there that have toilets and devices that do not save
water and my thought is that we might be able to look at this from the standpoint that provided
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that we zero out the water usage out there there might be a way of that community being able to
get the services they need to truly be a community with no impact on the usage of water as it
exists today. So I just throw that out as a thought and what I might do is pursue it further with
Roman and bring it forward for some discussion later. But I’'m more than willing - I’d like to
hear if any of you have any thoughts on that tonight to help me think through that.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Just a question, Commissioner. Are you
suggesting we do what the City is doing as far as water savings, any net water savings can be
used for new growth, new applications for construction?

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I don’t know if it’s new growth. I just think there
are some services and maybe we can talk to the people in Eldorado. What kind of services do
they really need. I know there are some folks out there that would like to have an elderly home
facility out there but they cannot do that because there’s not any water. And there’s a lot of
older people that would like to live out there and have family that live out there and this might
be a way of providing some services that are needed. I’m not necessarily suggesting that we
open the doors for more development but to somehow find out from the community what kind
of services needs that they have that we could help them achieve by adopting a similar water
usage program by replacing devices that are not water saving. Just something like that.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Just as a thought, it might be good if the staff were
to pursue that, we have two planning processes going on out there right now. We have the
Simpson Ranch Community Plan and the 285 corridor plan going on and it might be good to
get comments from both of those planning groups to see what their thoughts would be on that
as well.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I think Commissioner Duran wants to flesh out
his concept a little more. I think he’s going to work with staff to do that and perhaps he could
bring it back to us to see if we have any ideas.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Yes. So I'll just give you a heads-up and I’1l let
you know next time.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Matters from the Commission, Commissioner
Campos?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: A couple of questions for the County Manager.
Mr. Kopelman, did you get a report back from the meeting with the Espafiola City government
concerning the regional jail that was held I think last Friday.

MR. KOPELMAN: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Campos, I believe that Greg
Parrish was there and I can have him give you a short report if you like.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: If you could just briefly update us on what was
discussed. Let’s do that.

GREG PARRISH (Corrections Director): Mr. Chairman, Commissioner
Campos, the meeting was held at Espafiola where they were asking for input from other
counties and communities regarding a regional jail which they had thought about 200 beds that
they were looking at. They were represented by Santa Fe County, Rio Arriba County, the City
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of Espaiiola, several of the Pueblos were present and after discussion it was kind of determined
that actually, there probably wasn’t a need for a 200-bed facility in the City of Espaiiola. They
are going to explore the possibility of a 100-bed facility and do some more discussion regarding
that.

I also pointed out to them that the Santa Fe County detention center was actually, when
it was conceived was to be a regional facility and still is possible for that purpose. We have the
capability to serve our neighboring communities and we continue to have that capability.
They’re going to look at further meetings where we discuss maybe specialization, using a
regional concept where the Santa Fe County detention facility could be used for some of the
programs that Commissioner Montoya was pointing out, DWI and other programs and maybe
the Rio Arriba facility could specialize in something else. Then we could look at sending
offenders to a facility that has a program that they need rather than just warehousing them.
There’s going to be additional meetings regarding that, but I believe that they kind of at this
point put it on hold on moving forward with a new facility.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: The intent of the new facility, Mr. Parrish, is to
essentially service their own population in the City of Espafiola and to attract from other places.

MR. PARRISH: Yes.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: If you were just looking at their local needs,
how many beds would they need?

MR. PARRISH: Well, right now, as they indicated at the meeting, they need
approximately 30 to 40 beds for the City of Espanola. Now Rio Arriba County also serves them
and they have 120-some beds, I believe. The discussion centered around what was the needs of
the Pueblos in the area. They needed housing for inmates. Most of those inmates are now sent
up to Colorado long term. Short term, come to Santa Fe, Rio Arriba County or the City of
Espafiola. But the long-term sentence, the adjudicated individuals are actually most of the
Pueblos are going up to a facility in Colorado.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Could the Santa Fe detention center provide
services to the Pueblos long term?

MR. PARRISH: Yes, we could.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: We are? Have we explored that possibility with
the Pueblos?

MR. PARRISH: We are exploring that possibility. One of the concerns they had
was it was more expensive in Santa Fe than it is up in Colorado. But then they have incurred
transportation costs and we’re going to explore the possibility to see if we can make some
arrangement to house individuals for them and avoid some of the transportation costs that they
incur.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I hope you can keep us updated on this
important topic. If we could take care of our detention center, if we could do that we could be
in a much better position. We certainly have to keep that discussion going. The City of
Espaiiola, are they looking at this as a profit center of some sort?

MR. PARRISH: I’'m not sure how they — the conversation was just to develop
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what need there was and we really couldn’t show a need. The City of Espafiola, I believe was
looking at it from the point of view where they could serve their own need of 30 to 40 beds that
the use and then make money on the individuals that would be housed locally if there was such
aneed. And they had initially talked about a 200-bed facility for about $10 million.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Okay. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, as far as the
CARE Connection, I just would like to get an update from staff as to the costs related to the
renovation of the Galisteo property. And it seems to me from the discussions from City
Councilors that we had a plan where the City would be putting up so many dollars for operation
every year, and it seems that they’re backing out of that, even though these funds were
identified through negotiations, through discussions with Fred Sandoval, and that concerns me.
I kind of would like to have an update on the CARE Connection. I think there are some issues
there that we haven’t dealt with directly and they involve money and it’s a big project. So
maybe at the next meeting we could address some of these financial matters.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: It’s one of the items on the Consent Agenda too,
these costs as a budget adjustment.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: That is an issue but I think there are bigger
issues.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: I understand, but there is as I recall a $65,000 non-
recurring expense item under the Consent Calendar that we may want to talk about.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Those were my issues, Mr. Chairman. Thank
you.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Speaking of
regionalization, Mr. Kopelman, we set up a meeting for this coming Monday, the 17" at 6:00.
Is that correct, with the City of Espailola, Rio Arriba County, City of Santa Fe and Santa Fe
County people? About regional water.

MR. KOPELMAN: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner, I believe that’s the time and
date. I’d have to double check that.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Just so that the other Commissioners know as
well. It will be at Pojoaque at the Our Lady of Guadalupe Parish. So another Commissioner
could attend as well. I think that would be good.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Is that going to be published as a public meeting.
The problem I have, I’d love to go to that but maybe there’s more than just two that want to go.

MR. KOPELMAN: Mr. Chairman, at this point it was not anticipated that it
would be a formal meeting of any particular governmental entity. I think the idea was just for
one Commissioner, two Commissioners, the manager, several others. It’s preliminary
information really. It’s just kind of getting some information and some brainstorming that
would be brought back to the full Commission for further follow-up action.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: And what happens if more than two
Commissioners show up?

MR. KOPELMAN: If more than two Commissioners show up we turn into
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pumpkins. We would probably have to send the last one back home. We really couldn’t discuss
business, really, with three Commissioners there. So two should be the maximum that show up
in that meeting, unless you want to advertise it as a meeting of the Board of County
Commissioners. That’s possible too.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: It’s just out of county, right?

MR. KOPELMAN: The meetings generally have to be in Santa Fe County,
meetings of the Board of County Commissioners. This is in Pojoaque though. So that could be
done. We would need at least 72 hours and we’d have to have an agenda. I don’t believe it’s
anticipated by the other entities that it would be a full meeting of the Commission but we could
certainly call them and discuss it.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: I believe the law says it also has to be in a public
facility, the meeting. Is that correct, Gerald?

MR. GONZALEZ: That’s affirmative.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: So we couldn’t have a Commission meeting in a
church. Or a bar. But let’s ask, who else would like to attend?

COMMISSIONER DURAN: What day was that?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: The 17",

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Presidents’ Day, 6:00.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I may want to go to that too, so let’s keep
talking. It’s an interesting issue.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Maybe you could wear the duct tape.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: We’ve got some interest there. We’ll work that out.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Okay, let’s talk about.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Anything else, Commissioner Montoya?
Commissioner Duran, you had another issue?

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Oh, I just had one quick one. I don’t know who
the next manager is but whoever that person is, about six or seven months ago we paid $10,000
for a space analysis and nothing has been done. All of the people that are stuffed into these little
rooms are still stuffed into the little rooms. All the departments are still busting out at the seems
and we haven’t done anything about it. And I would just like to ask Steve if you could pass on
to the next County Manager the need to do something about this, our space needs and to follow
up on that.

MR. KOPELMAN: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Duran, actually, we have
followed up on it. There’s been some movement. The rest of the moves are probably going to
have to wait to the next fiscal year until they’re budgeted because they’re much more money
than we had anticipated. So it’s definitely on the radar screen and it’s anticipated that we’ll be
dealing with that in the budget talks coming up.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Okay, I just had one item. I'd like to see if the staff
could put their heads together and come up with some ideas with regard to an educational task
force. What I have in mind for the Commission to consider is when we went through the
presentations and the selection of the replacement for a District 45 rep everyone’s interest, as
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well they should be, were in education and how the state could participate in that and it’s
always been an issue with the County and we’ve participated on a limited basis where we can
and we have certain financial and fiscal restraints on our participation as well as our legal
restraints. But there may be other ways to do that and there have in the past been meetings
between the County Commissioners and the school boards. I say school boards because there’s
obviously more than one here. And I don’t have any specifics in mind but I just think that
there’s some ways that if we do some brainstorming, and I'm not looking at a permanent task
force but something we could get together for a couple of months with myself and any other
Commissioners who are interested and come up with some positive things that the County
Commission can do to assist in the education area. Any thoughts that any Commissioners have
would be appreciated. Commissioner Campos?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I think it’s good idea that the Commissioners do
this but staff is pretty well stretched already with all the projects we have and I’d hate to
commit more of staff resources when we’re so stressed with other issues and right now we’re
kind of, without a County Manager within the last six weeks or so we’ve been kind of
stagnating and I think there’s going to be a lot of things that need to be done as soon as we get a
new manager. So my concern is that we don’t press staff too hard. They’re already pretty well
booked up and stretched beyond their capacity.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: That’s not something we need tomorrow but we do
need obviously to get a new manager on board and familiar with the process and the County. I
think it’s important. I think we have a number of volunteers who, if we put the word out would
come forward and help us craft some kind of a policy that if nothing else perhaps involved
quarterly meetings with the school boards, or semi-annual meetings, or just something. We
seem to have lost that connection. Any other thoughts from the Commission? Commissioner
Montoya? Being in the business, as you are. For a little while longer.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Seem to be forgotten. I think one of the
things, I know Virginia has been very involved in it. I’m trying to think how this could tie in
with the Executive Leadership Council that has been kind of ongoing. I know that she’s actually
working now with us in Pojoaque in trying to put together a local Executive Leadership
Council. I don’t know if that’s the type of initiative maybe we should consider or look at.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: It might be. Maybe Virginia, we’ll assign it to you
in your spare time at the legislature. When you’re sitting waiting to hear bills in committee
maybe you can put some thoughts together. I agree. We are pushing staff to the limit here but if
we got something going it wouldn’t be a staff-intensive thing.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And I just think it’s a great idea, Mr.
Chairman. T really do support that.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: That’s all I had. Commissioner Duran.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: One last one.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Okay. Your third last one.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I’ll make it quick. At the last EZA meeting we
discussed a condition, I forget on which subdivision it was. I think it might have been the
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Gardner property. But in that approval process we had a stipulation in there that the subdivision
would have to get water from the Buckman wells and it was only limited to the Buckman wells.
In any case, at the next meeting Gary, I was wondering if you might be able to bring forward
some discussion about what we’re going to do with the diminishing water rights at the Valle
Vista well, and refresh our memories as to what we have, what vision statement we have
adopted relative to development that we’ve approved out in the Community College District
and other areas.

I recall that we limited all that development to the Buckman wells but I’m not sure. 1
was just wondering if you could bring that up. You don’t have to do it right now but if at the
next meeting if you could let us know what we have decided to do relative to providing water to
development out in the county and is it only limited to the Buckman wells, so that we can have
some discussion. I don’t think that we should restrict - T don’t think all of our water should
come from the Buckman wells and I’d like to discuss that with the Commissioners.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Okay. We can do that later. My recollection is that
it also included the San Juan/Chama diversion and the Buckman area.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: That’s what I meant. Right.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: Not just the Buckman well.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I just need to be reminded because we had a
discussion about it at the EZA and there were some conflicting reports.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: All right. We’ll go on to item IX. Do we want to
break for the executive session here or do we want to start the presentation on the economic
business park. How long will the presentation take, Roman?

ROMAN ABEYTA (Land Use Administrator): Mr. Chairman, I expect it to
take maybe ten minutes. It depends on how many questions I get from the Commission on it.

CHAIRMAN SULLIVAN: That means fifteen or twenty minutes. What’s the
pleasure? Staff is shaking their head No, so let’s move forward. That means snacks have not
arrived. So let’s go ahead and move forward and if we have to have some questions afterward
we can but go ahead.

MR. ABEYTA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’ll begin with going over a brief
history of the business park. On June 24, 1996, the Santa Fe County Board of County
Commissioners adopted the Economic Development Ordinance which is Ordinance 1996-7.
The primary purpose of the ordinance was to one, improve the per capita income of county
residents by developing a higher level of knowledge-based job skills, two, diversify our
economic base by developing good, well paying local jobs which have a minimal impact on our
natural resources, and three, allow the County to play a pro-active role as a major player in the
economic development cycle.

So on July 1, 1997, the BCC entered into a 25-year lease agreement with the
Commissioner of Public Lands of the State of New Mexico to lease 75 acres of land off State
Road 14 adjacent to the Santa Fe County Public Safety Complex. The land is located within the
Santa Fe Community College District where County water and sewer is in place or planned,
roads and transit facilities and opportunities are in place or planned, major regional community
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