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REGULAR MEETING
(Administrative Items)
July 27, 2004 - 10:00 a.m.

Amended Agenda

Call to Order
Roll Call
Pledge of Allegiance
Invocation
Approval of Agenda
A. Amendments
B. Tabled or Withdrawn Items
C. Consent Calendar: Withdrawals L
Approval of Minutes / o toen
A June 28,2004 - Approved W[ CotRe >
Matters of Public Concern — Non-Action Items
Matters from the Commission
A. Appointment of State Senator, District 25 (Commissioner Campos) 4:30 p.m.
B. Discussion Concerning the Status of the County/City Water Committee and
the Future Direction of Water Issues (Commissioner Duran)
C. Discussion of Notice of Violation Procedures and Consequences - Land Use
(Commissioner Anaya)
Committee Resignations/Appointments/Reappointments
A. Appointment of Members to the DWI Planning Council
B. Appointment to the New Mexico County Insurance Authority Workers’
Compensation Board
Consent Calendar 24
A. Resolution No. 2004 — A Resolution Requesting a Transfer from the General
Obligation Bond (GOB) 1997 Series Fund (350) to the GOB Debt Service
Fund (401) to Budget Investment Income Revenue for Debt Service
Expenditure in Fiscal Y{ear 2004 ($22,043) (Finance Department)
B. Resolution No. 2004 1A Resolution Requesting a Transfer from the Open
Space General Obligation Bond (GOB) 1999 Series Fund (385) to the GOB
Debt Service Fund (401) to Budget Investment Income Revenue for Debt
Service Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2004 ($114,746) (Finance Department)
C. Resolution No. 2004 2°A Resolution Requesting a Transfer from the General
Obligation Bond (GOB) 2001 Series Fund (353) to the GOB Debt Service
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pel

Fund (401) to Budget Investment Income Revenue for Debt Service
Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2004 ($108,105) (Finance Department)

D. Resolution No. 2004 ZA Resolution Requesting a Budget Transfer of Fire
Impact Fees from the Fire Protection Fund (209)/All Fire Districts to
Establish a New Fire Impact Fees Fund (216)/All Fire Districts ($1,229,827)

‘ (Fire Department)
ljé%E
P

Request Authorization and Acceptance of Participating Agreement with the

prov 8New Mexico Division of Forestry ($225,000) (Fire Department)

F. Resolution No. 2004 2°A Resolution Requesting a Transfer from the General
Fund (101)/DWI and Home for Good Grant Programs and the Indigent
Fund (220) to the EMS — Healthcare Fund (232) for Utility Expenditures for
Fiscal Year 2004 ($34,322.38) (Health & Human Services Department)

G. Request Authorization to Amend Professional Services Contract #24-0151-
CHDD with the Life Link Training Institute to Require Additional Classes in

U) / JW{\ Community Reinforcement Approach, Motivational Interviewing, and

l/// é/wm)f\-

ld

Family Training, and to Increase Contractual Compensation to $32,900
(Health & Human Services Department) WITHDRAWN

H. Request Authorization to Amend Professional Contract #24-0150-CHDD

with Community and Family Services, Inc. to Include Evaluation Services for

the Home for Good Program, El Norte Component, and to Increase

Contractual Compensation to $33,452 (Health & Human Services

Department) WITHDRAWN

I.  Request Authorization to Enter into Amendment #5 to Professional Service
Agreement #23-33-IN with Presbyterian Medical Services for Maternal and
Child Health Adolescent Confidential Reproductive and Mental Health
Services to Increase Compensation in the Amount of $30,207 for Fiscal Year
2005 (Health & Human Services Department)

J. Request Authorization to Enter into Amendment #5 to Professional Service
Agreement #23-032-JH with La Familia Medical Center for Maternal and
Child Health Perinatal Promotora Outreach, Health Education, and Service
Coordination for Child Deliveries to Increase Compensation for Fiscal Year
2005 ($45,972) (Health & Human Services Department)

K. Request Ratification of Amendment #4 to Professional/Technical Services
Contract 03/665.4200.0033 with the State of New Mexico Department of
Health Increasing the Amendment in Amount of $128,523 for FY 2005, and
Extending the Term of the Agreement through June 30, 2005 (Health &
Human Services Department)

L. Request Authorization to Accept and Award a Price Agreement to the
Lowest Responsive Bidder for IFB #24-59, Refrigerators and Gas Ranges for
Public Housing Units ($26,550) (Housing & Community Services
Department)

M. Request Authorization to Enter into a Professional Services Agreement #24-
0181-CM with Pojoaque Valley Schools for Providing a Summer
Recreational Program to the Youth of Santa Fe County ($20,000) (Manager’s
Office)

j}'d / #1T2N. Request Approval of Professional Service Agreement #25-0045-PFMD with

Hot Spare, Inc. for System and Network Administration Support ($19,200)

Vv
74% /9 o (Project & Facilities Management Department)
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O. Request Approval of Amendment #1 for an Extension of the Term to the
Memorandum of Agreement between Santa Fe County and the New Mexico
W@ o I\ Bureau of Geology and Mineral Resources for a Hydrogeologic Study
(Utilities Department) WITHDRAWN
XI. Staff and Elected Officials’ Items
A. Correction’s Department
1. Update and Possible Approval of Amended and Restated Operation,
Management and Maintenance Agreement for the Santa Fe County
Adult Detention Facility between Management and Training
Corporation and Santa Fe County
B. Finance Department 749
1. Resolution No. 2004 — A Resolution Requesting Final Approval of
Operating Budget for Fiscal Year 2005 as presented to the New
Mexico Department of Finance, Local Government Division
2. Resolution No. 2004 — A Resolution Requesting Authorization to
Surplus Obsolete, Inoperable, or Duplicate Fixed Assets for Sale,
L)/ é\au)l’\ Donation or Disposal in Accordance with State Statutes
WITHDRAWN
3. Acceptance and Approval of Financial Report Conducting Agreed
Upon Procedures’ Analysis of Cash Control Procedures within
Santa Fe County
4. Acceptance and Approval of Financial Report Conducting Agreed
Upon Procedures for Collections of Lodger’s Tax in Santa Fe
County
C. Project & Facilities Management Department
1. Resolution No. 2004 ﬁ Resolution Amending Resolution 2000-60 to
Refine the Process and Procedures for Acquisition of Open Space
Properties Under the County’s Open Space and Trails Program
D. Public Works Department - g /
1. Resolution No. 2004 =<’ A Resolution Establishing a Road
Maintenance Exchange Program between Santa Fe County and San

Miguel County g c{
. 2. Resolution No. 2004~ A Resolution to Allow for Placement of Speed
O~ Wlc Humps and Traffic Calming in Critical Locations in Santa Fe

County
E. Sheriff’s Office
1. Request Authorization to Enter into a Professional Services
Agreement #25-0042-SD with Santa Fe Animal Shelter and Humane
Services for Animal Care Services for Santa Fe County TABLED
F. Matters from the County Manag:er
1. Resolution No. 2004 £*A Resolution to Join the North Central
Regional Transit District (NCRTD) and Appointment of a Member
of the Board of County Commissioners to Serve on the NCRTD
Board ~ g3
2. Resolution No. 2004 — A Joint Resolution Creating a City-County
Energy Task Force to Study and Make Recommendations to the
Governing Body of the City of Santa Fe and the Board of County
Commissioners of Santa Fe County Regarding Alternatives to
Power Distribution Line Installations

3
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G. Matters from the County Attorney
1. Executive Session

a. Discussion of Pending or Threatened Litigation

b. Limited Personnel Issues

¢. Discussion of the Purchase, Acquisition or Disposal of Real
Property or Water Rights

d. Discussion of Bargaining Strategy Preliminary to Collective
Bargaining Negotiations

XII. Public Hearings

A. Attorney’s Office o
1. Ordinance No. 2004 — An Ordinance Adopting the County

Correctional Gross Receipts Tax
2. Resolution No. 2004 A Resolution Adopting the Negative
Referendum Option for Adoption of the County Correctional Gross
Receipts Tax
XIII. 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

July 27, 2004

This regular meeting of the Santa Fe Board of County Commissioners was called to
order at approximately 10:00 a.m. by Chairman Paul Campos, in the Santa Fe County
Commission Chambers, Santa Fe, New Mexico.

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

Members Present: Members Absent:
Commissioner Paul Campos, Chairman [None]
Commissioner Mike Anaya

Commissioner Jack Sullivan

Commissioner Paul Duran

Commissioner Harry Montoya

IV. Invocation
An invocation was given by Deacon Andy Dimas of St. John’s Church.

V. Approval of the Agenda
A. Amendments
B. Tabled or withdrawn items
C. Consent Calendar; Withdrawals

GERALD GONZALEZ (County Manager): Thank you, Mr. Chair, members
of the Commission. The items I have for changes, under Section VII, Matters of Public, Non-
Action Items, we have here today members of the 4-H group who also have some information
concerning the County Fair that they want to present to the Board of County Commissioners.
Then under Section VIII, Matters from the Commission, we have the addition of item C,
Discussion of Notice of Violation procedures and consequences. Then under Section IX,
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Santa Fe County

Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of July 27, 2004
Page 2

Committee Resignations, Appointments, Reappointments, the addition of item B, Appointment
to the New Mexico County Insurance Authority Workers’ Compensation Board.

Then under Section X, the Consent Calendar, the following items are being withdrawn
because they weren’t quite ready. We’ve been trying to get items done for the beginning of the
fiscal year as quickly as possible so some of these we were a little over-ambitious on, but being
withdrawn are items G, item H, and item O. Then Section XI, Staff and Elected Officials’
Items, under the Corrections Department we have updates and possible approval, item number
1, and that item will simply be an update. We have circulated a memo to the Commissioners so
we would take any questions at this point. We had hoped that MTC would be back to us at this
time and we would have the agreement in final form to present to the Commission but we
aren’t quite there yet.

Under Subsection B, Finance Department, ittem number 2 has been withdrawn. Under
Subsection E, Sheriff’s Office, item number 1 is also tabled and withdrawn, and that’s all the
changes that I have to propose for the agenda, Mr. Chair, members of the Commission.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay. Commissioners, any amendments, changes?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr. Chair,

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr. Chair, I'm wondering if I can move, under
D, Public Works Department, number 2.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Is that XI. D?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Yes. XI. D. 2.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: The resolution to allow placement of speed humps?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Yes.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: You’d like to move that?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: I'd like to move that up if we could to right
before Consent Calendar.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Is there some urgency on that?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Well, we've got an individual, Danny from 3-M
who’s from out of town. He’s liked to -

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay. You'd like to move that where, sir? Right
before Consent?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Right before Consent. It would be IX. C. Right
after Appointments to the Insurance -

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Oh, I see what you’re saying.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Would that be okay?

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: I have no objection. Any objections? Okay, no
objections. Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: You’re too quick, Mr. Chair. Actually there
were some people that I had told that this was going to be on the agenda, probably in the
afternoon. So they’re not going to be here until afternoon.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Then I'll withdraw that, Mr. Chair.
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CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Commissioner Duran.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Gerald, can you tell me why item E, Sheriff’s
Office, the professional services agreement with the animal shelter was tabled?

MR. GONZALEZ: I don’t have that information. I understand that the
agreement has not been finalized, but that’s second hand. I can find out.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Are you negotiating that?

MR. GONZALEZ: No. That agreement comes through the Sheriff’s Office
because they have control of the animal control program.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Okay. That’s fine. I just wanted to know. Thank
you. Thank you, Mr, Chair, that’s it.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay. Anything else?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Move for approval as amended.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Second.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Consent Calendar. Anybody want to withdraw any
items from the Consent Calendar for discussion? Commissioner Sullivan,

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: E and N.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay, where would you like them?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Wherever you want to put them. E relates to
the Fire Department and N is Admin, Project Facilities. We can do them right after the Consent
Calendar, after we approve the Consent Calendar if you want.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: That will work. Let’s do that. E and N would be right
after the Consent Calendar. Okay, is there a motion to approve as amended by the
recommendations of our County Manager and by the amendment made by Commissioner
Sullivan?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So moved.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Second.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay. Discussion?

The motion to approve the agenda as amended passed by unanimous [5-0] voice
vote.
CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Mr. Ross, how long do you think we’re going to need
for executive session today?
STEVE ROSS (County Attorney): Mr. Chair, I never exactly know, but I
wouldn’t expect it to be all that lengthy. Maybe an hour or less.

V1.  Approval of Minutes: June 29, 2004

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Is there a motion to approve?

COMMISSIONER DURAN: So moved.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chair, I had some corrections. Second.
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Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of July 27, 2004
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CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: With corrections, and they’re spelling corrections and
you’ll provide them to Ms. Farrell? Any other changes. Okay.

The motion to approve the June 29" minutes as corrected passed by unanimous [5-
0] voice vote.

VII. Matters of Public Concern - Non-action Items

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: I understand we have some folks from the Boys Club
that would like to come up and present. Would you come up now, please.

ELIZABETH HOWARD: Good morning, County Commissioners. My name is
Elizabeth Howard. I'm the 2004 Santa Fe County Dairy Queen. Today we have with us Amber
Frybarger, the second alternate queen, Ellie Powell, first alternate queen and Shyanne
Stambaugh, the 4-H princess. 1'd like to invite you to the Santa Fe County Fair August 1*
through the 8®, starting with the 4-H horse show. On August 7%, I’d like to invite you to come
to our livestock auction. At the livestock auction you may buy an animal if you sign up to be a
buyer at 12:30, you are able to come to a luncheon which is festive and really fun and
following that at 2:00 is our livestock sale.

We’d also like to invite you to see the indoor exhibits at the fair and also check out the
rabbits and the chickens. Today we have a couple of gifts for you. Inside our packet is a booster
club, if you’d like to join that. It talks about the junior livestock auction. It also has a schedule
and a fair book, and we also have a pair of sunglasses for you and a patch. We’ll pass those
around and now I'd like to turn it over to Inger Oldenburg, the County Council 4-H president.
Thank you for your time.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Thank you.

INGER OLDENBURGH: Good morning. Today we have our County Council
officers here today. My name is Inger Oldenburgh. I’m the president. And today we have
Gordon Runer, our vice president, Lacey Thome, our Treasurer, Cody Gallegos, our Recorder,
Ashleigh Oldenburgh, our Song and Rec Leader, and Nicole Moore, our parliamentarian. We
basically do all the business in the county and that’s part of our job. And part of our job is to
keep the county going. We also invite you to come to the fair and have a good time. Thank

ou.
’ COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: I'm wondering if before these young ladies and
gentlemen leave, I'm wondering if we can take a picture with them, and I want to thank you all
very much for all your dedicated work and I’ve seen you all ride and it’s great and we will be
there at the 4-H at the fair, so come on up and let’s take a picture.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Is there anyone out there that would like to speak to
the Board about any matter of public concern? Okay, no one having come forward Matters of
Public Concern is closed and we move to item VIII. VIII. A will be at 4:30.
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VIII. Matters from the Commission
B. Discussion Concerning the Status of the County/City Water Committee
and the Future Direction of Water Issues (Commissioner Duran)

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I'm going to withdraw that. I got an e-mail from
Commissioner Sullivan that satisfied pretty much my questions.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Just an update on that. I was informed yesterday that
we’re not going to have a meeting on Thursday. The City has cancelled again. Councilor
Pfeffer is not available and that’s where we’re at. This is about the fourth meeting that has been
cancelled now by the City. So things are dragging a little bit.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I guess the only thing that I am still a little unclear
about is the San Juan/Chama allocation. I know in the past there was some discussion or
someone in our legal department, I think it was Mr. Kopelman at the time, suggested that we
might be entitled to more than the 375 acre-feet that we’ve been discussing.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: That’s always been our position; that we’re entitled to
more than that.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: So it seems to me that the City is not going to be
moving forward on a regional basis and I would just like to ask staff to further investigate that
particular position and advise the Commission as to how valid that claim actually is so that we
can — that will help us decide how we’re going to move forward on it.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Maybe that’s something we can discuss in executive
session. I know it’s been briefed and we’ve done considerable research on that.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: While I'm on the spot here, can I -

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: You’re off the spot. It’s C now. We can come back to
it.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Okay. That’s fine.

v, C. Discussion of Notice of Violation Procedures and Consequences - Land
Use (Commissioner Anaya)

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr. Chair, the reason I brought this forward is
that there are some individuals out there who, when Santa Fe County issues a notice of
violation, they continue to operate like if Santa Fe County had not been out there. I think what
Id like to do is open it up for discussion to see what is the procedure. I know that Land Use is
working very hard and when they do notify somebody they just pretty much blow off Santa Fe
County and do whatever the heck they want. It doesn’t look good on us and it doesn’t look
good on the County and it doesn’t look good on the residents that live next to this individual
that continues to work. So with that I'd like to open it up and see what are our possibilities.
What I’d like to do is when we do issue a notice of violation that that works stops and they go
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through the procedure of a variance or whatever it takes and if they do get a variance, then they
can continue. But if they don’t, if we issue that first violation, it needs to be a firm violation,

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Are you talking about the roofing company that’s set
up in that neighborhood somewhere?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: I'm talking about roofing companies. I’m talking
about anything that Code Enforcement goes out there and gives a violation on.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Because I've gotten a number of calls and letters from
folks complaining about a roofing company doing business. I assumed that’s what you’re
talking about.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: That’s just one of the reasons I brought this
forward, but there’s been other instances out there where we do issue a notice of violation and
nothing happens. So, Roman, or whoever wants to take the lead on it.

ROMAN ABEYTA (Land Use Administrator); Thank you, Mr. Chair,
Commissioner Anaya. Our current process is when we receive a complaint or we happen to
pass by and see some activity that’s taking place without County permits, we issue a notice of
violation which gives a person five days to come into our office to talk about and fix the
situation. If we don’t hear from them or they don’t fix the violation, then we issue a final
notice. That gives them three more days to come in and respond. And if we still haven’t fixed
the problem then we issue a citation in the magistrate court. But like you said, a lot of times
people will continue with the activity because we don’t really have the authority to make them
stop.

Now, I don’t know if that’s a function of state law that doesn’t allow us that or if
there’s an amendment we need to pursue in order to give us that type of authority. I do know
the City of Santa Fe has that type of authority where they actually can red-tag people and they
have to stop immediately. When the violation is severe enough we will come to the
Commission and we’ll ask for permission to file an injunction or a temporary restraining order.
But other than that, we don’t really have the authority to make people stop so that is something
that I can research with the County Attorney and we can see what we need to do to give us that
type of authority, if that’s what the Commission wants.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: It they’re acting illegally, shouldn’t the County
have that authority to put a stop to whatever they’re doing and not continue? Is there somebody
here from the state department, from ED? Environment Department? Mr. Aragon. Maybe we
can work closely with Fermin Aragon, the state department so that we don’t have this trouble.
Was there any other discussion?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr, Chair,

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Sir.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I think in addition to what Commissioner
Anaya has described, the other issues that come up and it comes up a lot is the junk and litter
and people just not keeping their yards in a manner where their neighbors feel that it’s
something that they’re not ashamed to invite people over for dinner or something. And the
thing that I’'m seeing is that I"'m getting updates on reports, essentially it will go to the notice of
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violation and then they’ll schedule a hearing before one of the magistrate judges I believe. And
if they don’t show up for court well then they’re what? Held in contempt or something. If they
ever get busted with a traffic ticket or a speeding ticket then they’ll get picked up.

If they don’t get busted for anything like that, well, then essentially they continue to
have garbage, trash, operate illegally, whatever the situation may be. That’s actually been my
opinion now that this has come up is that we don’t have enough teeth once we get the notice of
violation and the hearing set before the judge. So I would like to see what we could do to
enforce what it is that we have in our books.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I think one thing we could do, and I brought
this up last month, was that we have no ability in our ordinance to fine, monetary fines for
these infractions. And we’re in the process, and I believe we’re going to hear the next module
of that in August. My suggestion last month was that we include in the Code rewrite some
ability to fine and maybe Mr. Gonzales, could you give me your opinion on that or where we
stand on that issue of fines or the ability to fine?

CHARLIE GONZALES (Code Enforcement): Chairman Campos,
Commissioner Sullivan, right now, at this point we don’t have any kind of fines. The only
ordinance we have right now that mentions fines is the Water Conservation Ordinance. That is
actually specific. It’s a stand-alone ordinance which specifies fines for the first offense, second
offense, third and fourth offenses. As far as other permits or any other kind of violations we
don’t have any fines. We rely on the magistrate court. I’'m glad I could speak a little bit over
here because it is very frustrating that we don’t have these. One major issue we have is mobile
homes. Someone comes and puts in a mobile home without a permit, we file in the magistrate
court, by the time we get a court date it’s three or four months down the line. The people have
their mobile home skirted and it’s really hard to get them out after the fact. It makes it really
hard on us. It’s just not working right.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: If we had some ability to fine on the spot, so
to speak, like a police officer can do that for speeding or some traffic infraction, would that
help some of the issues that Commissioner Anaya and Commissioner Montoya are bringing up
here?

MR. GONZALES: Chairman Campos, Commissioner Sullivan, yes indeed it
would. Fines I think would be a good help, at least a start to try and get some kind of
enforcement over here with these violations. Again, as I say, it’s really hard because sometimes
people don’t take us serious. A lot of times people don’t take us seriously until they get their
arraignment to magistrate court. Once they’ve gone through arraignment to magistrate court
that’s when they say, Okay, the County’s serious.

Any kind of fines. Another thing, double fees. I know the City uses a double fee system
where they get double fees if they’re caught doing something without a permit. That seems to
work pretty good too. Also another issue, a way would be is once the contractor has problems
is a time delay. Maybe a time delay and a different sort of fee might work. One thing to keep in
mind, some of these people are repeaters. They know the system; they know how to work it.
There are some instances where I’ve written letters to the magistrate judges to inform that this
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particular person knows the pattern, knows how to work it.

For example, we’ll file somebody in court. Well, by the time we get a court date,
they’ll clean the place up, get everything done and then the day before court they’ll call us
wanting to dismiss it. By that time they’re pretty much right because there’s no violation any
more. So it is a frustrating issue.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Commissioner Duran.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I think at the same time that we discuss
enforcement of this I'd like to review the home occupation code and the uses that are allowed
under a home occupation license. Because there are some folks that have a home occupation,
they use the home occupation permit to develop uses that are totally incompatible with the
neighborhood. We should revisit that ordinance.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So is there any communication - let’s say for
example somebody’s out there building something without a permit. Is there any
communication from the County to the state that we’re doing now? We can’t red-tag but the
state can red-tag. Do we have that communication?

MR. GONZALES: Chairman Campos, Commissioner Anaya, yes, we do, for
structures. If there is an actual structure that’s under construction we do have coordination with
the state where we’ll work with them and they’ll go up and they’ll red-tag it. But that’s another
situation. That’s only for structures. A lot of our violations are grading without permits, filling
arroyos, mobile homes, business licenses, doing a business without a proper business license,
stuff like that where the state does not get involved in.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So, Mr. Chair, I guess what I’'m hearing is maybe
we should allow staff to go back and look at this ordinance, come up with some ideas, maybe
rewrite some of it, throw in the fines and let’s see if people out there will really pay attention to
Santa Fe County. I'm tired of people calling me and telling me that my neighbor here has a
junky yard or is building, and we came and we issued them a notice but yet they continue to
build. And then they don’t clean their yard up. You bring up a good point, Commissioner
Montoya. So I want to make sure that when we say You’re building without a permit or you’ve
got a trashy yard; we want you to clean it up, we mean business. So thank you. I want to thank
Fermin Aragon from CID for being here just in case we had any questions. I appreciate your
coming.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: I agree with Commissioner Anaya saying we do need
enforcement and we do need go look at maybe even direct tagging, not just construction but see
what authority we have in the statutes to do that. Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Aragon, what is the procedure now? Do
we notify you and then your inspectors go out or exactly what’s the procedure, particularly with
someone that’s building without a permit?
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FERMIN ARAGON: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Montoya, basically what we do
is coordinate — I think we’ve always coordinated very well with the County. The County has
always been available and very aggressive and we do have issues that we work together. So
basically, if we have a red tag that we place out there on the project, if we have no results we
call the County and the County is always available and has worked well with us. So I think our
coordination is working very well.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay, Commissioner Montoya, do you have any
other matters?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I guess the only other comment that I have on
it and he mentioned it, is enforcement. We only have so many people for the whole county.
What do we have, still three? We don’t even have one for each district and to have these people
going all over the county, a huge geographic area to cover and unless people report these things
a lot of the time it’s hard to sometimes pick them up as well, especially some of the issues with
trash and junk vehicles. So I think whatever we can do to strengthen what we’ve got will help
our staff as well. And then maybe with the fines we’ll be able to hire another person.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay. Do you have any other issues you’d like to
discuss under Matters from the Commission?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Yes. Mr. Chair, as you know we had the
intergovernmental summit this past Friday. It went very well. We have a commitment from the
people participating there to have a follow-up which will be on August 17* at 9:30 at Tesuque
Pueblo. They offered to host us on that day and I just want to thank the staff for all that they
did to make it such a success, especially to Lisa Roybal and to Julian Barela. You did a great
job.

The other thing that we’re going to be pursuing through the New Mexico Association of
Counties again this year and we’ll be having a board retreat August 5* through the 7°, T believe
it is is the alcohol excise tax and as you may recall last year, we approved a resolution and I'll
be asking for this Commission to approve another resolution. But this time, probably just
looking at an overall increase as opposed to a local option. I think this is probably potentially
legislation that could be passed. We’re working and still getting the support from the governor
and of course there’s other legislators that we would need to bring on board as well.

I know, Commissioner Campos, your brother, Representative Campos, actually
introduced that for us on the House side last year so hopefully, we’ll be able to get that again
this year. But it will be as opposed to a local option, just an overall statewide increase in the
alcohol excise tax. I think we continue to see it in terms of the need for services for treatment,
prevention and the reality is, as you see in the letter from the DWI Planning Council, we
continue to get cuts as opposed to an increase for these types of services and if we’re looking at
still trying to do something with the CARE Connection, it’s not going to happen unless we get
additional revenues.

And then lastly, Mr. Chair, I just wanted to offer condolences to Speaker Ben Lujan,
his brother, Nestor Lujan passed away this past weekend and was interred yesterday at the
National Cemetery. Just condolences to his family.
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CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Question for you, Commissioner. As far as the
legislation you’re proposing, you’re saying that instead of allowing counties to decide whether
they want to move forward, you want to have a tax that would apply to all counties through
strictly state legislation?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Yes.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: You think that’s going to be easier to get through
than, let’s say focusing, like McKinley County said, Okay, let’s have special legislation for
McKinley and San Miguel and those things seemed to pass. But everything that applies to the
whole thing seems to fail. Do you think we have a better chance?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I think potentially doing it that way as
opposed to the local option because the local option, for the last three years now — it’s been
about the last three years, two years, David? - that it’s gotten nowhere. So now the strategy,
and in talking to our lobbyist for the association, he’s thinking also that maybe just an overall
increase and an earmark for that funding would probably be a better way to go as opposed to
the local option, which some of the legislators and of course the liquor lobby will oppose
anything. They oppose the local option. They’re going to oppose the statewide but maybe we’ll
be able to get enough commitment from the other counties to put this, as opposed to maybe a
local option.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay. Commissioner Sullivan, any Matters from the
Commission?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Just two things, Mr. Chair. Number one, I'd
like to thank the Public Works Department for their prompt action in getting the four-way stop
completed out at Avenida Vista Grande. That’s in place now, saving lives and helping out with
the sight distance problem that exists at that intersection. So we do want to offer our thanks for
a job well done there,

The second issue is one concerning solid waste and recycling. This past month I’ve
gotten three letters and correspondence and e-mails from residents who pointed out to me what
appears to be a discrepancy in the way we’re handling our recycling and our solid waste
program. And I wasn’t aware of this, but apparently, at least in the past, people have been able
to bring items to the transfer station for recycling without having a permit. And although
apparently that’s not provide for in our ordinance. And now they’re being turned away and at
least one constituent indicated that on our website it’s posted that recycling is free. So perhaps,
James, you could explain to me what the situation is with people bringing recyclables to the
transfer station.

JAMES LUJAN (Public Works Director): Mr. Chair, Commissioner Sullivan,
that is correct. At some point it was only free to people that were not obtaining a permit. These
were people — and this is only at the Eldorado station. Most of these people that would go in
take recycling have their collection, their curbside collection by Waste Management. Waste
Management no longer picks up bottles or newspapers. The other people that would take
recyclables to Eldorado went in with their permit when they took their other trash so they were
going in with a permit. And at some point long before I even came here and I wasn’t aware of
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this till just this year, they were being allowed into the transfer station, people without a permit
to take recycling.

After reviewing that, we looked at that and we I a stop to it at the beginning of July 1%,
And it was on the website that recycling is free and in the ordinance it says you cannot enter a
transfer station without a permit. I have no idea where that started.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So Waste Management won’t take bottles —

MR. LUJAN: Or glass anymore.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Even in the regular trash?

MR. LUJAN: No. Well, I don’t know in their regular trash, people just put
them as a recyclable item. I don’t know what they take or don’t take because I'm not working
with that operation. But those are the people that pay Waste Management, I think it’s $13 a
month for curbside collection. They pay $13 and they just recently stopped collecting those
items.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: And they were separating them out.

MR. LUJAN: I believe so. We didn’t even enter into that operation because it
was curbside in Eldorado.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay, so now I think the point they’re making
is -

MR. LUJAN: Now they have to come in with a permit because -

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: They either have to get a permit or they have
to just throw their recyclables into their regular trash which they feel that’s not an ecologically
good thing to do, since we have a recycling operation. Well, I guess my - why does this only
apply to Eldorado?

MR. LUJAN: I have no knowledge of that. That’s why I couldn’t solve this,
That’s the only transfer station where the residents pay Waste Management, I believe it’s
$13.50 a month. More than if they were to come get our $25 permit. So they’re paying them
$13.50 a month and Waste Management stopped that operation.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay so this was -

MR. LUJAN: And it was only to the people that didn’t have permits.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I understand. I understand. This was brought
on by Waste Management apparently stopping picking up recyclables separately.

MR. LUJAN: Correct. And it costs us for recycling. We’re paying to dispose of
those recyclables. We're not making any money off of it. So about $16.50 a ton. So I believe it
was fairest and I’ve discussed it with the Manager, the ordinance, but no policy had ever been
put in place to allow them to get in there free. So I put a stop to it on July 1.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. So then I guess my question to the
Commission is, do we want to do something that encourages the recycling? Either reduce the
permit or free recycling? Or do we just want to say, if you want to recycle, you pay the $25?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: I think that most of the time people go to recycle
they’re also hauling trash to the landfill or to the transfer station. So to distinguish between
what recycling and trash, that gets into being difficult. That’s my opinion. I want to do what
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you want to do and recycle, but how do you draw that line? Does the guy get out where he
checks his permit to see what’s in there? I’m sure there’s going to be some bags of trash. But
then you might have that one person that just hauls recyclables. And I think it would have to be
a call from the guy that’s punching the ticket. If he looks back there and sees a bunch of bottles,
we want to encourage it so you let him go, but if he has a bunch of bottles and ten bags on top
of that, well, he needs a ticket.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: What I would suggest is that we allow Mr. Lujan the
opportunity to talk to staff and come up with some proposals as to how to proceed. Do we
charge? Do we let it go in for free? How to handle it. I don’t think we should try to make that
decision today.

MR. LUJAN: Mr. Chair, we started discussing that and a few are complaining,
the sales of permits have gone up from that area, so some people are buying permits just to take
in their recycling. At $25 a year, it’s very cheap. Waste Management, $13.50 a month for their
curbside so we have looked at that and some people are complying, Mary says, done in the
permit sales, that they have gone up and we think it’s due to that.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay. Any other comments?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: That’s all I had, Mr. Chair. So for now then,
the ordinance is that if you’re going into the transfer station, whether it’s recyclables or whether
it’s with trash or both, you have to have a permit.

MR. LUJAN: Correct.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So we’ve clarified that, now. So everyone is
treated equally on that.

MR. LUJAN: Again, it’s only the ones that have retained Waste Management,
$13.50 a month. And I stress that because they are paying for curbside. So obviously, if they
can pay for that I feel that they can pay for the recyclables. But it’s costing us to dispose of it.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: On the other hand, if they’re still paying for
Waste Management, that waste is not having to be handled by our transfer station. So the only
thing they’re bringing in is the recyclables.

MR. LUJAN: Correct.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: They’re not bringing in — they’re paying for
that convenience of curbside pick-up but that trash doesn’t go to our transfer station so we don’t
have to handle it. So there might be a case for doing a recycle permit only and then the issue
would be, as Commissioner Anaya says, how do you extinguish that and does that work. I’d
like at least if you could take a look at it and give us your recommendation, but just so the
public knows for now, the policy and the ordinance now is, until it’s changed you will have to
get a $25 permit to bring recyclables in.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: The other solution, Commissioner Sullivan, is to have
the folks at Eldorado negotiate with Waste Management to have recycling curbside. They
could. It’s all a question of money, isn’t it?

MR. LUJAN: Mr. Chair, they do have recycling. Those are the items they no
longer pick-up, because there’s no market for them. They don’t want to have to deal with them
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because there’s no market for glass and paper.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: So there is recycling, and all the good stuff is being
taken by Waste Management and they’re making money on it and the stuff that doesn’t have
any value comes to us. Is that right? Is that how you understand it?

MR. LUJAN: Correct.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay.

MR. LUJAN: We’ll have something for next month’s Commission meeting.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Thank you, sir. Commissioner Duran.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I was wondering if
Gerald, you could help me with this. You or Roman. My understanding is that the judges have
indicated to staff that they are willing to consider moving out of the downtown area and I spoke
to Judge Vigil yesterday and he indicated to me that all the judges pretty much feel the same
way. I think that that’s important to know because as we move forward in our space analysis
discussion and ultimately determining what we’re going to do to provide new housing for the
judges and perhaps a new County Administration building, that the possibility of moving both
of us together to some site is a reality. Which means we would then have the district court
property to decide what the fate of that building would be.

So I was just wondering if you could ask, Mr. Flores is in charge of it, but if you could
ask him to make sure that that is factored into their analysis or their recommendation to us, or
actually, that the architect that’s working on this report for us is aware of that, aware that the
judges would be willing to move.

MR. GONZALEZ: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Duran, Rudy Garcia is here and
I think he can confirm that that information has been conveyed to the folks who are doing the
survey.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Okay. That’s fine. Then the other thing is -

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Can I ask you a question? Are you advocating that we
move out of the downtown area? Are you taking the position that you think it’s the better choice
to move out of the downtown area, as far as the administration building, the courts, etc.?

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Well, I think the jury is still out on this.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: You’re not committed to moving out of
downtown, or you are?

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Well, since you’re putting me on the spot I don’t
mind saying that I don’t see any opportunities downtown that would be economically viable for
us compared to other potential sites. The only possibility would be to go to the St. Vincent’s
Hospital location —

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: The old St. Vincent’s.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: That’s the only real downtown location that would
provide adequate parking and meet our space needs.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Could I take a quick poll here?

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I’m not sure that I want -

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: You don’t want to do that? Let’s here from the other
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Commissioners.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: What good is that going to do? Why don’t you
wait until we have that discussion to make a decision. I'm just searching right now. So the other
thing is, I was wondering, Stan - I have a question for you, Stan. It’s my understanding that
when other government agencies are planning new buildings or improvements to their buildings
and they come to the County to go through the development review process, that the fire impact
fee is associated to those improvements. And I have a little concern about that, in that with all
these public schools being funded by public funds, and the specific case here is the community
school out on Richards Avenue came forward for some improvements or a new building, and
their impact fees were like $2000 or $3000. And I'm wondering if it might be a way of
bringing forward a resolution or at least bring forward this particular issue so that the
Commission can discuss it and see if there might be a way of waiving these kind of fees for
public buildings.

I understand that there is an impact on your department to provide fire protection to
these buildings but if we’re using the same funding source, they could use the money to
improve the school’s building and other services to the community.

STAN HOLDEN (Fire Chief): Mr. Chair, Commissioner Duran, I certainly
sympathize with that position and we’ve had similar concerns regarding 501 (c)(3) non-profit
organization. Unfortunately, it’s the state Development Fee Act that does not allow us to grant
exemptions except for low income housing projects. So the act itself would have to be amended
in order for that to occur. And we would support that position.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: The amendment?

CHIEF HOLDEN: To amend the Development Fee Act.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I think it makes a lot of sense so maybe you could
work with me the next few weeks or next couple months to investigate how we might be able to
change that.

CHIEF HOLDEN: Certainly, if you want to do that.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: I don’t have anything.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay, I have a couple of things. I received a letter
dated July 12" from Sgt. Kenneth Johnson concerning the local DWI grant funds and apparently
there’s some cutting and there’s a request for resolution. Is anyone from County staff dealing
with that issue, preparing a resolution or asking that we consider a resolution? I want to give
this to Mr. Gonzalez and maybe you can assign it to someone in case we want to do that.

MR. GONZALEZ.: I can work with David Sims to see what we can do there.
He may have some additional information but we’d be glad to do that.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: I guess the other thing, the issue raised by
Commissioner Duran is moving from downtown, moving the administration and courts, etc.
I’m just curious if any Commissioners are - just a quick yes or no.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Yes, I want to move out of downtown,
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COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I want to see the report first, but I’'m more of
an advocate of satellite facilities than I am in putting all the facilities in one place and I like the
historic background and nature of this building and I'd like somehow to retain that rather than
turning it over as another art gallery.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I’d like to see what is possible to maintain as
close to the proximity of downtown as we could.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay. I agree. I would prefer to stay downtown.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Did you ask me?

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: You already said.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I'd like to respond to your question anyway.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Go ahead.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I think there’s more than just moving from
downtown that we need to consider and that’s what this space analysis report is supposed to
provide us with. There’s overcrowding that’s taking place. There’s no parking. There’s just a
lot of issues. So I think that it’s highly inappropriate for you to take a vote on whether or not
we’re going to move downtown until we actually have all the information in front of us.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay. Thank you, sir.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr. Chair, and it’s not just me that wants to
move downtown it’s the constituents that I talk to. And we’ve brought it up time and time again
and that is the parking down here is not good at all. And so that’s - it’s not my personal - my
personal perspective about it is, yes, I want to move downtown but there’s a lot of people in my
district and in Santa Fe County that would like to see the Santa Fe County Building moved in a
better place where it’s more accessible to the public.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Mr. Chair, the other thing is that I really think
that moving, whether it’s downtown or out of the downtown area is something that we need to
consider. There are other opportunities available to us and I think that moving out of this
building is something that I would - 1 think this building should stay in the hands of the public
and not a gallery. Again, I think that’s a little short-sighted, but there are other opportunities; I
think we need to explore them all.

IX. Committee Resignations/Appointments/Reappointments
A. Appointment of Members to the DWI Planning Council

DAVID SIMS (DWI Programs Coordinator): Mr. Chair, Commissioners,
the recommendation is for the appointment of Sgt. Coriz from Tesuque Tribal Police,
Chief Garcia from Pojoaque Tribal Police and Lt. Anglada from the State Police, District
1.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Is there a motion to so appoint?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So moved.
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COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Second.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Discussion?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chair, Mr. Sims, is Marcelina
Martinez still on the council?

MR. SIMS: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Montoya, yes she is and I noticed
this morning that I had omitted her name from the list of members but she is currently
serving.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. So that’s not a vacancy then?

MR. SIMS: That’s correct.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. Thank you.

The motion to appoint three new members to the DWI Planning Council passed by
unanimous [4-0] voice vote. [Commissioner Duran was not present for this action.]

IX. B. Appointment to the New Mexico County Insurance Authority Workers'
Compensation Board [Letter attached as Exhibit 1]

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: I guess this is because Helen Quintana is no longer
with us.

MR. GONZALEZ: That’s correct, Mr. Chair. We do have a vacancy on that
board. We have a staff recommendation if the Commission wants to take it. Of course there has
been past discussion at other times of Commissioners or other elected officials sitting on that
board but I’d be happy to provide you with a staff recommendation if that’s the Commission
desire.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Is there a Commissioner who would like tobe a
member of this board? Because I think that should be our first preference. Anyone here? Okay,
what is your recommendation?

MR. GONZALEZ: My recommendation would be Jeff Trujillo, who currently
works with Workers’ Compensation for the County and tracks those issues.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Discussion?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Move for approval.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Second.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Discussion?

The motion to appoint Jeff Trujillo to the Workers’ Compensation Claims Board
passed by unanimous [4-0] voice vote. [Commissioner Duran was not present for this action.]

FOOZ/FT/60 QHTLOOHY Ad4TD 248



Santa Fe County

Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of July 27, 2004

Page 17

Consent Calendar

A.

Resolution No. 2004-74. A Resolution Requesting a Transfer from the
General Obligation Bond (GOB) 1997 Series Fund (350) to the GOB
Debt Service Fund (401) to Budget Investment Income Revenue for Debt
Service Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2004 ($22,043) (Finance Department)
Resolution No. 2004-75. A Resolution Requesting a Transfer from the
Open Space General Obligation Bond (GOB) 1999 Series Fund (385) to
the GOB Debt Service Fund (401) to Budget Investment Income
Revenue for Debt Service Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2004 ($114,746)
(Finance Department)

Resolution No. 2004-76. A Resolution Requesting a Transfer from the
General Obligation Bond (GOB) 2001 Series Fund (353) to the GOB
Debt Service Fund (401) to Budget Investment Income Revenue for Debt
Service Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2004 ($108,105) (Finance
Department)

Resolution No. 2004-77. A Resolution Requesting a Budget Transfer of
Fire Impact Fees from the Fire Protection Fund (209)/All Fire Districts
to Establish a New Fire Impact Fees Fund (216)/All Fire Districts
($1,229,827) (Fire Department)

Request Authorization and Acceptance of Participating Agreement with
the New Mexico Division of Forestry ($225,000) (Fire Department)
[ISOLATED FOR DISCUSSION]

Resolution No. 2004-78. A Resolution Requesting a Transfer from the
General Fund (101)/DWI and Home for Good Grant Programs and the
Indigent Fund (220) to the EMS - Healthcare Fund (232) for Utility
Expenditures for Fiscal Year 2004 ($34,322.38) (Health & Human
Services Department)

Request Authorization to Amend Professional Services Contract #24-
0151-CHDD with the Life Link Training Institute to Require Additional
Classes in Community Reinforcement Approach, Motivational
Interviewing, and Family Training, and to Increase Contractual
Compensation to $32,900 (Health & Human Services Department)
WITHDRAWN

Request Authorization to Amend Professional Contract #24-0150-CHDD
with Community and Family Services, Inc. to Include Evaluation
Services for the Home for Good Program, El Norte Component, and to
Increase Contractual Compensation to $33,452 (Health & Human
Services Department) WITHDRAWN

Request Authorization to Enter into Amendment #5 to Professional
Service Agreement #23-33-IN with Presbyterian Medical Services for
Maternal and Child Health Adolescent Confidential Reproductive and
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Mental Health Services to Increase Compensation in the Amount of
$30,207 for Fiscal Year 2005 (Health & Human Services Department)
Request Authorization to Enter into Amendment #5 to Professional
Service Agreement #23-032-IH with La Familia Medical Center for
Maternal and Child Health Perinatal Promotora Qutreach, Health
Education, and Service Coordination for Child Deliveries to Increase
Compensation for Fiscal Year 2005 ($45,972) (Health & Human
Services Department)

Request Ratification of Amendment #4 to Professional/Technical
Services Contract 03/665.4200.0033 with the State of New Mexico
Department of Health Increasing the Amendment in Amount of
$128,523 for FY 2005, and Extending the Term of the Agreement
through June 30, 2005 (Health & Human Services Department)
Request Authorization to Accept and Award a Price Agreement to the
Lowest Responsive Bidder for IFB #24-59, Refrigerators and Gas
Ranges for Public Housing Units ($26,550) (Housing & Community
Services Department)

Request Authorization to Enter into a Professional Services Agreement
#24-0181-CM with Pojoaque Valley Schools for Providing a Summer
Recreational Program to the Youth of Santa Fe County ($20,000)
(Manager’s Office)

Request Approval of Professional Service Agreement #25-0045-PFMD
with Hot Spare, Inc. for System and Network Administration Support
($19,200) (Project & Facilities Management Department) [[SOLATED
FOR DISCUSSION]

Request Approval of Amendment #1 for an Extension of the Term to
the Memorandum of Agreement between Santa Fe County and the New
Mexico Bureau of Geology and Mineral Resources for a Hydrogeologic
Study (Utilities Department) WITHDRAWN

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Is there a motion to approve the Consent Calendar?
COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So moved.
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second.

The motion to approve the Consent Calendar, excluding items E, G, H, N and O
passed by unanimous [4-0] voice vote. [Commissioner Duran was not present for this action. ]
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X. E. Request Authorization and Acceptance of Participating Agreement with
the New Mexico Division of Forestry ($225,000) (Fire Department)

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr, Chair, item E has to do with a
participating agreement with the New Mexico Division of Forestry regarding clear spaces and
sensible spaces, as I understand it. And the reason I am asking Hank to tell us a little bit about
this very briefly is I'm not clear, because it appears that the scope is yet to be determined in the
contract. So my first question is what’s this for, but T don’t have a problem, obviously, with it
because it’s money that we’re getting from the Forestry Department so it’s a big help to us. But
I wanted to clarify, does this include the removal of dead pinons, because we get requests for
that every day. And I know you have a procedure of meeting with communities to help them
become fire-wise and so forth. So if you could just briefly tell me, Hank, what you anticipate
you will be doing under this contract.

HANK BLACKWELL (Fire Marshal); Chairman Campos, Commissioner
Sullivan, this joint powers agreement technically doesn’t have any funds attached to it. We have
to enter this agreement with the State Forestry Division. Once that agreement is entered into
and approved by this Commission and signed, that opens the door for the grant application and
the grant actually being awarded. At that point in time we would come back to you again with
that grant award for your approval. So this agreement is specific to this federal grant that they
have. It says we have an agreement with the County. They’re eligible for these funds. They’ve
submitted their grant and their work plan, which we have in draft already, then we would be
awarded the grant, at which time we’d come back and get that approval as well from this
Board.

The grant specifically is for treatment, which is different from the forest restoration
grant that we just received, which is more for sustainability. What that means is the $225,000
that we would get from State Forestry is for actual acres treated. The good part about this is
there’s enough flexibility in this grant that’s before you to work hand in glove with the other
grant so that we get in essence more bang for the buck. Also, the other benefit of this grant is
that we can not only apply these treatment strategies with this money on public lands, on
County open space, but also we can assist landowners, That’s the good part about this, which
means now, we can actually go further into our fire-wise project and go more into communities
and have more funding available to pay for our community chipper days, if you will.

So we can use this on neighborhood land, private land, if you will, as well as County
open space. So it gives us a fair amount of flexibility that way. The grant is for acres treated, so
it’s actually for thinning and really reducing the hazard of wild fire.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Does that answer your question?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: That sounds good, but I know we had a
problem before, the distinction of public and private land and we had to tread very lightly to be
sure that we met those criteria. So it sounds like this is something where you’ll be able to go
out and I assume that people who are interested in this would contact you through their
community associations. My understanding is it’s not for an individual to say, Come out and
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remove my pinons. It’s a community association that may have open space or community lands
that you want to train this whole association first before you actually participate in the chipper
days or in the land work. Is that correct?

MR. BLACKWELL: Chairman Campos, Commissioner Sullivan, that’s
correct,

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Is there a motion?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I would move, Mr. Chair, that item E for
authorization and acceptance of a participating agreement with the New Mexico Division of
Forestry be approved.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Second.

The motion to approve Consent Calendar item E passed by unanimous [5-0] voice
vote.

X. N. Request Approval of Professional Service Agreement #25-0045-PFMD
with Hot Spare, Inc. for System and Network Administration Support
($19,200) (Project & Facilities Management Department)

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I have two questions on N and one was, this
pertains to computer support and it’s a little vague to me as to what kind of support it was, and
then also in the agreement, there was no dollar amount in the agreement, although in our
Consent Calendar item it mentions $19,200. In the agreement we’re being asked to approve
there’s no dollar amount that I can find. So perhaps you could help us with that.

GAVIN LUJAN (Acting IT Director): The contract is for two years and the
dollar amount is $19,000 and that works out to $9200 a year. We can put that in the final
contract if necessary.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: You say this is a two-year contract and this is
the second year of two years and that’s why it’s $9,600?

MR. LUJAN: No, it’s going to be a two-year contract, renewable.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: It’s going to be a two-year contract. So it’s
$19,200 for two years.

MR. LUJAN: Correct.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So in the contract that’s in our packet, you
will be adding $19,200, somewhere in that agreement.

MR. LUJAN: It’s a one-year contract with an option to renew at the end of one
year.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay, so is the $19,000 for one year or for
two years?

MR. LUJAN: Two. It’s $9,600 a year, with option to renew.
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COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: With option to renew for one year.

MR. LUJAN: Correct.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So the contract will be $9,600, with an option
to renew for $9,600.

MR. LUJAN: Exactly.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: It doesn’t state that. Now, what do these
people do?

MR. LUJAN: They provide back-up to some administration support to the core
foundation services on the network.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: For a layman, tell me what that is. It sounds
expensive. What does that mean?

MR. LUJAN: They provide IT support for us, the IT Department when there
are problems that we can’t figure out.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: With our software issues? With our servers?
What?

MR. LUJAN: System administration with our server, correct.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. And do we also have support from the
software company that we purchased the software from?

MR. LUJAN: We usually purchase maintenance for the software. This is actual
services.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So that’s in addition to what this is.

MR. LUJAN: Correct. This contract is for services, for support services.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: But this is - these aren’t the people that
supply us with the software.

MR. LUJAN: No. This is an outside company.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So my question was, the people that supply us
with the software, don’t they maintain the -

MR. LUJAN: They’ll provide software fixes and things like that, but this is for
when we have cases where we run into problems and we can’t figure them out, these
contractors will come in and assist us.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay, so it’s on an hourly, on-call type of
basis.

MR. LUJAN: Something like that.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: With $9,600 as a cap.

MR. LUJAN: Correct.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Commissioner are you concerned that the memo
didn’t provide adequate information?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Yes, I didn’t find anything about the costs or
the term in the documents that are in the packet.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: I think the reports have to be a little more detailed. If
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they had been more detailed, if they actually explained, we would have had the need to ask any
questions. I appreciate that. Is there a motion to approve N?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Well, what are we approving? The only thing
in the packet is a memorandum from Erle Wright.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: You’re saying there’s no agreement.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: There’s no agreement in the packet. There’s
just a memorandum that doesn’t have a price. Do we want to give the staff the direction to go
forward with the contract and then put the contract on the next Consent Agenda.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Do you have the contract?

MR. LUJAN: Yes, I do.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Do you want to look at it, Commissioner Sullivan?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I don’t want to hold things up.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Does the contract have to be approved today?

PAUL OLAFSON (Open Space Director): Mr. Chair, this contract is kind of
the support for the underlying network and this is -

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: So you think we need to do it today?

MR. OLAFSON: I think we need to do it. If we’re not prepared we can bring it
to the next meeting.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Let’s make some copies and distribute it to the
Commission and we’ll just hold this until we have a chance to look at the contract.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Let’s do it later on in the day.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Mr. Gonzalez.

MR. GONZALEZ: Mr. Chair, the agreement was not in the packet because we
were trying to minimize the size of the packet. However, the difficulty has to do with the cover
memorandum. We just had a discussion at senior staff on Monday about the need to amplify in
the memos that we include in the packet so that you will have the information that you’re
requesting and not have to deal with these kinds of issues. So hopefully in the future we won’t
face the same kind of problem. We appreciate you’re patience.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Thank you very much. Is there any objection to
moving on?

XI.  Staff and Elected Officials’ Items
A. Correction’s Department
1. Update and Possible Approval of Amended and Restated
Operation, Management and Maintenance Agreement for the
Santa Fe County Adult Detention Facility between Management
and Training Corporation and Santa Fe County

GREG PARRISH (Corrections Director): Mr. Chair, Commissioners, we had
hoped to have the agreement for you today. The jail team has been working very hard to get an
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agreement with MTC to continue services at the adult facility. We were unable to finalize it
yesterday and we hope to bring it to you on the 10® of August at that time for your review and
approval. I did want to give you a quick update on some of the things that will be contained in
the document. I provided you with a memo yesterday. [Exhibit 2] Once again I apologize for
the lateness of it but we had hoped to get this contract before you.

Basically, the new agreement will increase the staffing at the facility by approximately
25 individuals. We are increasing in the booking and the medical area and the housing area.
Medical services will also increase. We'll be doubling the services provided by the physicians
from eight hours to sixteen hours per week and we hope to increase the psychiatric coverage
from four hours per week to twelve hours per week. We also are attempting to maintain cost
containment with a per diem cost to the County of $42 per inmate,

The contract also we’re looking at is a two-year contract with MTC to continue, or
actually, it’s an amendment to the current contract. We hope to finalize these within the next
couple of weeks and bring it forward to you on August 10" at that meeting.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Mr. Parrish, what is the significance of paragraph 2,
second sentence. If we exceed 400 inmates per diem, for the extra inmates the rates will go up
an average per diem collected per bed. What’s the significance of that sentence.

MR. PARRISH: The importance there, Mr. Chair, is that we’re trying to
maintain cost containment and limit the number of County inmates and make it feasible for
MTC to operate the additional beds over those 400.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: If we exceed 400, we’re going to be paying a higher

rate,

MR. PARRISH: Yes.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: How much higher of a rate, ballpark?

MR. PARRISH: It would be based on the average per diem of the overall
facility.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Could you give us some averages or an idea of what
we’re looking at?

MR. PARRISH: Well, we’re going to be the largest populace there, so that our
rate would be $42, and then whatever they negotiate the other ones we’d average those in. So
$48, $50. It could go up to that. We’re also making several efforts to maintain our cost
containment and our population containment by having a court liaison individual that will
expedite County inmates through the system as quickly as possible.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: I understand. Now, paragraph 3, revenues. All
revenues go to MTC. Is that different? How is that different from what we have now?

MR. PARRISH: At this point we pay per diem for our inmates and in addition
to that for inmates other than ours, say they’re Department of Corrections, they’re charged a
certain rate. We pay MTC so much and we make a few dollars on every inmate that they house
there at this time. If this agreement goes into place, all the revenue will go to MTC from those
other contracts.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Department of Corrections, they have a contract with
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us, they will pay MTC directly.

MR. PARRISH: Well, it has to go through our system because of issues with
the bond. But all the revenue will go to them. It will just have to pass through the County.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Pass through 100 percent.

MR. PARRISH: Yes. Are there any questions?

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Mr. Parrish, any questions?

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: I have a quick question, unrelated, about jail visits.
We have to do a jail visit every six months. I know you have an e-mail to me saying that you
wanted to have that discussion. Is there something we don’t know about? We’ve just had two or
three Commissioners do the rounds every six months, do a report, go to the district court,
right?

MR. PARRISH: Right. Every six months we have to have a report from the
Commission to the district court.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: What are you suggesting that we need to do at this
point?

MR. PARRISH: Well, as I understand it, inspection is conducted by the
goveming body, which is the Board of County Commissioners or representatives of them. If
one or two of you would want to tour the facility and I'll write a report and we bring it forward
to the Commission for the overall approval before we’d forward it to the district court. That
way not everyone would have to participate in it but we could designate certain Commissioners,
maybe to accompany with me through the facility. We’ll inspect it and prepare a report for the
Board’s approval.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: When’s the next report due?

MR. PARRISH: It’s due in August.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Are there Commissioners that would like to do this
before - Commissioner Anaya, Commissioner Duran, you would like to do the tour and the
inspection and -

COMMISSIONER DURAN: What I would like to do, Mr. Chair, is do it -
pop in on them, rather than have it scheduled. I can do that, can’t 1?

MR. PARRISH: Yes, you can. And if I can just discuss your thoughts after than
then I can prepare the report and I'll get together with Commissioner Anaya.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: So you’ll schedule this, and I will go too, and just
schedule us. You want to go? Commissioner Montoya will go instead. Just schedule with our
Commissioners so that we get this done in a timely manner.

MR. PARRISH: Mr. Chair, I'd just like to also mention briefly about the
juvenile facility. In August we’ll also bring you an update on the status of that facility. We're
currently in the second round of proposals with the residential treatment center with the Bureau
of Prisons. They responded. They had some more questions. We responded to them. We hope
to get some conversation from them in the next weeks. Also, we’re looking at a day reporting
center at the juvenile facility. The district judge, Barbara Vigil is an advocate of that and I think
we’re going to get some state money to assist us in operating that.

FTOOT/FT/60 JHTIICOHT AddTD 248



Santa Fe County

Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of July 27, 2004
Page 25

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: That will be state money that assists us in perpetuity
or just for the first year?

MR. PARRISH: They’re talking about a three-year, where they’ve realigned
money from their other services for approximately three years. But we’d run the day reporting
center. We’d provide the facility and they’d provide the operating costs.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay. Any other questions.

X1. B. Finance Department
1. Resolution No. 2004-79. A Resolution Requesting Final Approval
of Operating Budget for Fiscal Year 2005 as presented to the
New Mexico Department of Finance, Local Government Division

SUSAN LUCERO (Finance Director): Mr. Chair, members of the Board,
we’ve included in your packet a resolution requesting approval and adoption of the final fiscal
year 2004/2005 budget. It will indicate from the interim approval which you passed on May
25, 2004, it will indicate an overall net increase of $3.994 million, which is primarily
comprised of additional grants for roads, road construction, appropriations through the State
Highway Transportation Department. Also the increase and impact of the last negotiated per
diem cost with MTC and that is a net increase to the total budget of approximately $1.2
million.

The creation of the Health Department and division of Health from the Public Housing
Department, an impact to the EMS/Healthcare fund of $17,000. The adjustment to the Health
Department in general fund for a new federal grant of approximately $212,000. Also included
is a remaining cash balance on the Frost Foundation grant of approximately $3700. An increase
to the risk management budget within general fund due to increased premium cost for workers’
compensation of $60,000. An adjustment to the Sheriff’s budget to include an instate
extradition/transportation contract and net impact to the general fund increase of $17,500. A
reduction to the Finance Department budget of $47,100 to accommodate a revenue shortfall for
an agreement with State Highway which supported overtime in the Sheriff’s budget for patrol
Services.

So these are the total variations and increases from the interim budget which you
approved in May. So I stand for any questions.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Any questions? Commissioner Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Susan, the $1.2 million additional on the MTC
contract, is that included in item 12 of your summary that you gave us here on the changes
from the interim budget?

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Sullivan, that’s included on the
memo in item 2, on the second page of the summary. And yes, also in the detail on the last
schedule, item 12, It’s an overall increase of $1.2, impact to the jail fund is $400,000, impact
to general fund cash out of an unbudgeted reserve requirement, which was established in May
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through the prior resolution of another $800,000.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay, so the $416,366 that you’re showing
under net budget impact, that’s only the net to the jail budget. Is that correct?

MS. LUCERO: Yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So this new contract is going to cost us more
like $1.2 million, not $400,000.

MS. LUCERQO: Yes. By my calculations, it’s a total increase from last year to
accommodate our increased population growth, the additional security and medical staffing and
structure requirements. It’s a total net impact of $1.5 million.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: And $750,000 of that you show as coming
from the general fund, cash.

MS. LUCERO: Yes.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Thank you, Mr, Chair,

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Any other questions? Okay, is there a motion?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Move for approval.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Second.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Discussion?

The motion to approve Resolution 2004-79 passed by unanimous [4-0] voice vote.
[Commissioner Duran was not present for this action.]

XI. B. 3. Acceptance and Approval of Financial Report Conducting
Agreed Upon Procedures’ Analysis of Cash Control Procedures
within Santa Fe County

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, members of the Board, this report is an item that
the County decided was necessary after experiences we had in the Treasurer’s office regarding
cash control points. You’ll recall the imposter courier that, the situation we had in which they
took funds from the counter, etc. So basically to try to attempt to review the cash control points
across the County, we engaged in a contract with Barraclough and Associates to conduct a
review of cash control points across the County to give us recommendations for improvement,
to do an analysis as to what our strengths and weaknesses were.

So based on their findings, at the moment the Finance Department is working with the
Treasurer’s office to help them establish and implement internal controls and procedures. We
will also take this report once approved and made public to the senior staff so that each
department can be aware of the numerous items and we can begin rectify those issues.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Questions? Commissioner Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Susan, I was quite interested and somewhat
dismayed at the Lodgers’ Tax collections. The report here indicates that it’s been very sporadic.
It recommends, I guess, three layers of categorization, high, medium and low, for tracking of
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these lodging establishments in the county. Who is responsible for doing that? Is that a
responsibility of the Lodgers’ Board?

MS. LUCERQ:; Mr. Chair, Commissioner Sullivan, the report you’re referring
to is the second or third item on our agenda regarding -

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay, I'm one ahead of you. Okay.

MS. LUCERO: That’s all right. I don’t mind addressing it. It’s again applying
agreed upon procedures in the form of analyzing the different risks into a category. You have
high and low risks in terms of receiving categories. So for example, we do an analysis and
annually this is a required review by ordinance, so we’re complying with ordinance by
conducting this review. The reliance is upon the lodger to submit, number one, lodgers’ tax
with a lodgers’ report, as well as a copy of their gross receipts tax form that they submit to the
state. Based on this information that we do or don’t receive consistently, that is how we
establish high and low risk lodgers. And we also review who has been seen in the past. So in
the past year or in the past two years if the audit was done, what experience we have there and
that’s how we determine which lodgers of the 23 total that report to Santa Fe County, which of
them should be reviewed or audited for compliance with our ordinance requirements.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: And is this a responsibility of the Lodgers’
Board or does the Lodgers’ Board only handle advertising?

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Sullivan, the Lodgers’ Board is
merely an advisory board. They handle and facilitate the coordination with the contractor for
the promotion and the tourism. Within the ordinance, the actual responsibility of the audit per
se is actually placed on the Treasurer’s office but we have tried to facilitate that process since
we actually sit - we have one staff person from Finance sitting on the Lodgers’ Tax Board
meetings and facilitating those meetings So the ultimate collection, if you will, is what is in
force through the ordinance itself and based upon the review, that’s done outside of the County
through an outside auditing firm. If we had an internal auditor, that’s something we could
probably do internally, but we contract it outside.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Now, this report said that one entity, one
lodging establishment, refused to cooperate whatsoever. What are our plans with regard to that
particular entity?

MS. LUCEROQO: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Sullivan, what we can do in that case
is re-review again at a higher low risk vendor, and then we proceed with legal regarding
enforcement and actually placing a lien on their property if we determine that insufficient tax
proceeds have been reported to the County.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I ended up
inadvertently on item 4, so if you want to get a motion on item 3,

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Sir.

COMMISSIONER MONTOQYA: Susan, regarding the recommendations, a lot
of this is going to require policy. What are we planning on doing in terms of, is that going to be
coming before the Commission when that’s established or what are the plans for how this is
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going to proceed? Can you give me a time line, time table? When are we going to see this
policy before us? This is a pretty, in my opinion, scathing report, in terms of our operations
and how we’re managing our finances. And the recommendations for both the Treasurer’s and
the Clerk’s offices I think are certainly things that we need to take very seriously.

So I'm looking at what’s the time line, what’s the time frame that we’re looking at in
terms of getting this into line? How we’re going to operationalize it. Can you give me a little
more detail, please?

MS. LUCERO: Okay. Certainly. Mr. Chair, Commissioner Montoya, what we
have already started is work in progress meetings, for example, with the Treasurer’s office,
because the majority of the findings are in their area and because they are basically the main
clearing house for all receiving and receiving activity for the County. So we have already begun
work in progress meetings to facilitate and assist them in developing procedures, processes,
controls, checkpoints, and we hope to assist them in drafting an actual policy and procedure that
we do anticipate bringing back to the Board for approval, recognition and approval.

We started last week. We went over the detail of this report that’s been finalized now
from our contractor in the last four weeks. We went over every specific item. We discussed
various points of improvement, etc. We're meeting with them this Thursday to continue that.
So I anticipate probably another five meetings, work in progress type meetings, probably once a
week, and then actually drafting flow charts and a policy and procedure that as a whole we're
comfortable with and then we would propose that to the Board, most likely in September,
October time frame.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: When did we get this letter?

MS. LUCERO: I received this draft in May and I received the final report
because they did a follow-up.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Do we have a draft or a final?

MS. LUCERO: You have the final.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: The final?

MS. LUCERO: Yes. They did a follow-up in the second week of May and we
received the final draft I think the second week of June.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: So hopefully, September, October, we’ll have
some policies coming before us.

MS. LUCERO: Yes.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And then in the meantime, who’s monitoring
what’s going on?

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Montoya, do you mean in terms of
day to day activity, or regarding these specific findings?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Yes.

MS. LUCERQ: Day to day activity?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Regarding these specific findings.

MS. LUCERO: Okay. I would say at this point it’s a combination of the
Treasurer’s office in conjunction with Finance monitoring the different activities. Like I said, I
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have not yet taken this report to the remaining senior staff and other elected officials which we
intend to, once you’ve acknowledged and approved it. So they’re not aware of all the detail yet,
but they will be. So it is a combination of all departments participating in the monitoring
function.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Mr. Gonzalez.

MR. GONZALEZ: Mr. Chair, members of the Commission, the launching
point, obviously, for addressing the issues is the Treasurer’s offices and our Finance
Department and as Susan indicated, they’ve been working together to move forward with
proposed policies and procedures that will address some of this. A portion also has been
addressed through the ancillary improvement of the security of some of our facilities throughout
the County, including the Treasurer’s office. So that was ongoing as the report was being
prepared and to some extent the landscape has changed just a little bit because of the
improvement of our internal security. But as Susan indicated, we will be coming forward in
cooperation with the Treasurer’s office with some proposed changes to their operating
procedures and redefinition of how we handle some of these things.

At the same time, we’re addressing intemally, within the County departments, those
aspects of the report that relate strictly to County department operations.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Any questions or comments? Anything further, Mr.
Gonzalez?

MR. GONZALEZ: That’s it, Mr. Chair.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chair, move for approval of the financial
report.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay, there’s a motion.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Second.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: There’s a second. Discussion?

The motion to approve the cash control procedures audit passed by unanimous [5-
0] voice vote.

XI. B. 4, Acceptance and Approval of Financial Report Conducting
Agreed Upon Procedures for Collections of Lodger’s Tax in
Santa Fe County [See above for discussion.]

MS. LUCEROQ: Mr. Chair, members of the Board, this second agreed upon
procedures report is annually required by ordinance 1999-10. In the realm of Lodgers' Tax
receipts and proceeds, we have approximately 23 lodges within the county. Each year we assess
those 23 lodges in terms of categories. Not all 23 are audited each year. We do somewhat of a
rotation based on our risk assessment. And we determine who are in the high-risk category,
who are in moderate, and how are in low. So, for example, a lodge that’s considered a high-
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risk lodge may be a lodge that number one, has not reported receipts consistently and when the
receipts are reported it indicates that there may be an elimination of tax being reported. So that
typically indicates a high risk as well as a lodge that produces high volume could be considered
high risk if they don’t report consistently as well. So we do look at those factors, not only
volume, but also consistent reporting an complete reporting in the way of all things,
information that is contained in their Lodgers' Tax report, which is also to include a copy of
their state CRS-1 report.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Any questions?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Susan, regarding the previous discussion,
regarding the repeated attempt to contact the Inn at Santa Cruz, what was done or what has
been done? Is there anything that the County can do subsequent to what these independent
auditors did?

MS. LUCERQ: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Montoya, the avenue we probably
have at this point for us is to consider the lien enforcement procedure that is contained within
the ordinance.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Which is?

MS. LUCERO: Which is actually placing a lien on the property if the vendor is
not reporting tax and in this case is not complying with the requirements of the ordinance. At
this point that’s all I could see as our second remedy.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And how long, is it for that time period that
they have not reported anything? July 1, 1999 through June 30, 20037

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Montoya, this particular report is for
this time period. I believe this particular lodge has come up in prior audits with similar issues as
far as non-compliance.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. So are we going to do that?

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Montoya, once you approve this
report and it’s made public information, I can work in conjunction with the Legal Department
regarding what our avenues are on the ordinance for enforcement,

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. And then on page 3, item G, we noted
that the County did not have procedures in place to monitor that all applicable late fees and
penalties were being charged during the period. Why was that? Could you explain? And then
what procedures need to be in place or are they in place now?

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Montoya, what that requires is
making it part of a job description of one accountant in the Finance Department to monitor
when someone does go into an applicable late fee situation and scenario that we do send letters
and correspondence. I think that has happened but not on a consistent basis. So we just need to
make sure that we have someone dedicated to just that purpose or to include that as part of their
duties, which we can do.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: So that will be in the job description then?
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MS. LUCERO: In other words, we would make Lodgers' Tax receipts, a
review and audit of Lodgers' Tax receipts as part of their monthly duties.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay.

MS. LUCERQO: Part of the problem is we — the receipts come in to the Clerk’s
office and it’s possible that someone did report their receipt in time, but without access to the
envelopes indicating the postmark date, it’s hard for Finance to make that determination. So we
would need to work with the Clerk’s office to try to coordinate that piece. So we’re not
indicating to a lodge that has reported timely that they haven’t when in fact they really have.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay, so the procedure would require more
than just a job description line. It would require coordination with the Clerk’s office.

MS. LUCERO: Yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Is there a motion to accept and approve the financial
report conducting agreed-upon procedures for collecting of Lodgers' Tax in Santa Fe County.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So moved

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Discussion?

The motion to approve Lodgers' Tax procedures passed by unanimous [5-0] voice
vote.

XI. C. Project & Facilities Management Department
1. Resolution No. 2004-80. A Resolution Amending Resolution
2000-60 to Refine the Process and Procedures for Acquisition of
Open Space Properties Under the County’s Open Space and
Trails Program

MR. OLAFSON: Thank you, Mr. Chair, Commissioners. Today I'm
presenting a resolution requesting amendment to the acquisition process for purchase of open
space property. In 2002, spring, approximately, the Board had requested that the program hold
off on new acquisitions and get a handle on management and we have gotten going on that and
we’re now sitting on a fund of approximately $1.4 million. In the memo it says $1.25; it’s
actually $1.4 million. COLTPAC has requested that we bring this forward to see if we can
open up a new acquisition phase and also refine the manner in which we’ve done it.

In the past, acquisitions were basically, it was an advertisement put out saying Apply
for the County to purchase open space land and we got a bunch of applications. We reviewed
them all and then we made recommendations to the Board, to either purchase, or purchase with
conditions, or not purchase. And then the Board would select through those. We’re proposing
refinement of that process to make it a little more streamlined. In the past the process has taken
even up to six months to do just a review process and it was very time consuming for staff and
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COLTPAC. So what we’re proposing for refinement is to take the process and separate it into
two pieces. One is a pre-application and one is a final application.

In the pre-application phase there would be a time set for applications to be turned in.
They would be tured in and reviewed and staff would then determine if a project was even
passable or appropriate. For example, if they’re asking for $5 million and we only have $1
million, the project can’t fly. So instead of spending time and resources reviewing it, knowing
that it can’t fly, we can create a short list of appropriate projects and then do the review process
and then bring it to the Board for review.

And then if the project got through the short-listing process we’d ask for additional
information to do a final review on it. And that’s outlined in the resolution as attached and then
there’s exhibits also to the memo that outline the process and the application procedures. So
we’re asking I guess to bifurcate the process and hopefully streamline it as well as aflow for an
annual review of projects. And partly to spend down the money so that we’re not getting into
potential financing charges and secondly that we can continue the momentum of the open space
program and the acquisitions.

One of the other underlying issues is that we are continually receiving requests and we
have to keep shelving them. So we’re trying to see if we can open this to make it a little more
efficient and streamlined.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Questions? Commissioner Duran.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Mr. Olafson, how much money do we have left
that’s available that’s not committed?

MR. OLAFSON: Well, I handed out in your mailboxes an internal memo. On
the second to last page of that, there’s a listing. But it’s approximately $1.4 million for land
acquisition.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Okay. I see that.

MR. OLAFSON: $600,000 for gateways, $2 million for trails, and $100,000
for trail planning,

COMMISSIONER DURAN: And these funds are available to us through the
issuance of the bond, correct?

MR. OLAFSON: Correct. These are the $20 million - the $12 million in 1998
and the $8 million in 2000.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Okay. Do you have any idea what kind of funds
are available to us for future open space acquisition using the quarter percent tax increase?

MR. OLAFSON: Well, at the moment, and when we did the budget last year
through the RPA and the five-year budget, we also budgeted out internally for the County half
of that. And what we’re focusing on again is improvements and also trying to upgrade existing
properties. But that revenue stream will be consistent over the advice of that tax and so we
anticipate a half million or more per year. I think next year it goes up to even $600,000 or
approximately that. And so as we get more capital improvements then and the property is
running, more of that capital money can then go towards acquisition.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: So is the plan then at this point to use that funding
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source for just maintenance and improvements to the existing open space acquisitions?

MR. OLAFSON: Yes. With the caveat that both the bonds and the GRT can
only be used for improvements to capital. So it can’t be ongoing maintenance but it can be
development of the trail head or parking lot and signage.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Say that again.

MR. OLAFSON: The GRT funds and the bond funds are for capital
improvements. So they can go into building the parking lot but it can’t pay for staff. It can’t
pay for ongoing kind of maintenance things. But it can improve it up to that level.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Right. But it could pay for - never mind. I
understand. Thank you very much.

MR. OLAFSON: And acquisition as well.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chair, I'm sorry. I missed part of that
conversation and may ask a question that you already did, but for existing spaces that the
County has, for example, recreation area in Pojoaque, for an improved tennis court. Can these
be used for those types of improvements?

MR. OLAFSON: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Montoya, yes.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. I'd like to put that request in.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Tennis? I second.

MR. OLAFSON: I’m writing a note.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Any other questions? Commissioner Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Paul, on page 2 of the resolution, paragraph 5
indicates that COLTPAC will make a recommendation to the Board for either approval of the
property acquisition or approval with conditions or no funding for the acquisition. And the BCC
has final decision making authority regarding projects for acquisition. Then in paragraph 7 it
say, If funding for the project is recommended by COLTPAC and approved by the BCC. So
I’d ask perhaps Mr. Ross to look at that sentence. That reads to me as if, and I'm on page 2,
paragraph 7, that reads to me that a project has to have been approved by COLTPAC and by
the BCC. And then it goes on to say the staff is then authorized to proceed with negotiations.
But I don’t know — I haven’t seen it since I’ve been a Commissioner where there might be a
situation where the Commission would disagree with COLTPAC and would approve a project
that they didn’t recommend. So I'm a little concerned about having a condition in there that
requires that the project be recommended by COLTPAC. Have you got any suggestions on
that?

MR. OLAFSON: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Sullivan, I understand your track
there. I guess we could modify that language if the issue is the final authority and we could
modify it to say that when funding for a project is recommended by COLTPAC and approved
by the Board — off the top of my head I'm trying to swim fast.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Or you could just say if funding for the project
is approved by the BCC, staff is then authorized to proceed.
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MR. OLAFSON: Okay. So remove "is recommended by COLTPAC and... "

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I just wanted to ask you a question, If there is
someone who wants their property to be considered, for COLTPAC to consider, and the
committee doesn’t feel that it’s appropriate, does it stop there?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: No. Paragraph 2, Commissioner, has an
appeal process.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Okay, good. Thank you.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: They can go further. This goes after that’s all
concluded, then COLTPAC makes a recommendation to the Commission, and my question is it
seems like the Commission should have the ultimate discretion to decide however it feels.

MR. OLAFSON: And Mr, Chair, Commissioner Sullivan, that’s exactly the
case. I think that’s the intention.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: That’s what you should say when you said the
BCC has final decision-making authority in paragraph 5.

MR. OLAFSON: Yes. And I think in 7, we were just trying to say that we
can’t start negotiating with someone until it’s been reviewed, evaluated and the BCC - and
there’s a chance too that COLTPAC would bring a project forward and say Don’t fund it and
the Board would say, Wait. Do fund it.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Well, that’s what I’m getting at.

MR. OLAFSON: Yes. Exactly.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So, if there’s not any other comments, Mr,
Chair, I would move for approval with that change.

MR. OLAFSON: Mr. Chair, I would like that approval movement, but one
other quick correction. On page 1 of the resolution, the third line of paragraph A, second and
third line, in parentheses it says this can be done by searching County Assessor’s records. I
would request that we scratch Assessor’s and just say County records, because some of the
records might not be only in the Assessor’s. It’s just a minor correction.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Is there a motion?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chair, I move for approval of Resolution
2004-80 with one amendment to paragraph one as recently identified and with amendment to
paragraph 7 to change the first part of paragraph 7 to read, "If funding for the project is
recommended by the BCC," and then the remainder of the paragraph as written.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Is recommended and approved, or recommended and
approved by?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I would say approved. If funding for the
project is approved by the BCC, staff is then authorized to proceed, etc.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay, what about the change Mr. Olafson
recommended on page 1?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I just mentioned that one. It’s included.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay. Those are the two amendments. Any other? Is
there a second?
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COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second.

The motion to approve Resolution 2004-80 passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

XI. D, Public Works Department
1. Resolution No. 2004-81. A Resolution Establishing a Road
Maintenance Exchange Program between Santa Fe County and
San Miguel County

ROBERT MARTINEZ (Deputy Public Works Director): San Miguel County is
requesting assistance from Santa Fe County to maintain certain roads within their jurisdiction.
San Miguel County is having difficulty maintaining roads that extend into the far reaches of
their county that are in the general vicinity of Santa Fe County maintained roads. San Miguel
County is proposing a road maintenance exchange program which would allow them to
maintain certain Santa Fe County roads that are in the general area of their roads, and the
County provide maintenance on San Miguel County roads that are in the general vicinity of
Santa Fe County maintained roads.

An agreement would be drafted that would identify the roads that would be exchanged
and would include specific information on these roads. Public Works Department is requesting
approval of this resolution that establishes a road maintenance exchange program between San
Miguel County and Santa Fe County. I stand for questions.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Questions. Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Robert, approximately how many miles are
we talking about in terms of exchanged maintenance?

MR. LUJAN: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Montoya, it may be about six miles.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Six miles?

MR. LUJAN: We still haven’t finalized to determine exactly which roads. Well,
we’ve looked at the roads but we don’t have a final number. But it was, the last time, about six
miles.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: So they would take care of about six miles of
ours and we would take care of about six miles of theirs?

MR. LUJAN: Correct. It’s just an exchange of roads maybe in the Pecos area.
We have a couple of roads, I can’t think of the numbers. We’ve come up with them. We have
the numbers. For instance, we maintain it and then it turns into a San Miguel County road. So
it’s just something like that. And then vice versa in another area. It’s a Santa Fe County road
that turns into a San Miguel Road. We’ve looked at that with them.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay.

MR. LUJAN: But it was approximately six miles.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Is that it? Any other questions? Motion to approve
Resolution 2004-81?
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COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So moved.
CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Second?
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second.

The motion to approve Resolution 2004-81 passed by unanimous [-0] voice vote.
[Commissioner Duran was not present for this action. ]

XI. D. 2. Resolution No. 2004-__. A Resolution to Allow for Placement of
Speed Humps and Traffic Calming in Critical Locations in Santa
Fe County

CHAIRMAN CAMPQOS: What I’m proposing is that we go until 12:30, see
how much we can finish and we take a break, maybe till 2:30 or 3:00 in the afternoon, and
come back and finish executive session, the appointment. Commissioner Montoya says there’s
some folks coming in this afternoon that would like to participate in discussion on this item, Is
there any objection to putting this off until this afternoon.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr. Chair, I don’t have an objection. Right after
lunch?

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Let’s do it when we come back from our lunch break.

XI. F. Matters from the County Manager
1. Resolution No. 2004-82. A Resolution to Join the North Central
Regional Transit District (NCRTD) and Appointment of a
Member of the Board of County Commissioners to Serve on the
NCRTD Board

MR. ABEYTA: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I'll handle that for Manager Gonzalez.
At the July 13" BCC meeting, the Board of County Commissioners was presented with
information by Lilian Montoya Rael from the Regional Development Corporation and Dianza
Valencia from the New Mexico Surface Transportation Policy. After hearing the presentation,
the Board of County Commissioners directed staff to bring forward a resolution to join the
North Central Region Transit District and appointment of a member of the Board of County
Commissioners to serve on the North Central Region Transit District. A copy of that resolution
is in your packet and we would ask that you approve that. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Mr. Abeyta, what about funding? Have we talked
about funding? I know recently the legislature said that we could impose a tax. Could you
elaborate on what authority we have?

MR. ABEYTA: Mr. Chair, I cannot, but Jack Kolkmeyer is with us and he
could probably elaborate on that. I know one of the purposes of joining this district is so that we
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can apply for federal and state funding for transportation projects.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: This is the first step of doing this? For getting federal
and state?

MR. ABEYTA: Yes, we join this district and then we go as a district and seek
federal and state funding.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: And the district would be Santa Fe County, the City
of Santa Fe, Espafiola, Rio Arriba County, Los Alamos County. What else?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: The tribes.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: The tribes, Pojoaque’s in, San Juan’s in. I think San
Ildefonso and Santa Clara.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: What is the GRT authority of this district?

JACK KOLKMEYER (Planning Director): Mr. Chair, I’d like to introduce
Tom Williams from Santa Fe Trails and also Jon Bulthuis from the City transit services. Tom is
sort of our community expert and I'd like for him to answer your questions if you don’t mind.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: There was some legislation that authorized the
districts to enact GRT to raise money to fund some of this. Is that right?

TOM WILLIAMS: Mr. Chair, as you know, the governor signed the bill that
established RTDs, or allowed us to establish RTDs a year ago.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: RTDs being —

MR. WILLIAMS: In the current year, there was a bill passed that allowed for a
local option GRT tax specifically for public transportation up to 1/2 percent. That was put in
only at the local level. In other words, if the community is interested in doing it. After there
was a referendum vote on that issue. The way the transit district is hopefully going to be set up
initially, the state has committed $250,000 towards the administration of the district for the first
year, Given the fact that it’s not going to be a complete year, we think that should be sufficient
to carry us through this current fiscal year.

At the present time, hopefully you’ll vote positively on this issue. Los Alamos County
will vote this evening and the City of Santa Fe is scheduled to vote tomorrow. I believe there’s
one additional Pueblo that is supposed to vote on the first of August, which would bring us up,
I believe to eight or nine members in the district. We need to submit documentation to the
transportation Commission by the fifth of August, tentatively scheduled on their agenda for the
August 18" meeting.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Any questions of Mr. Williams?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chair, also my understanding, Mr.
Williams is that with this collaborative that it would allow for a lot of flexibility I guess between
towns and the municipalities to actually go for bonding for providing the services. Is that
correct?

MR. WILLIAMS: The RTD Act allows for regional transit districts to bond.
The make-up of the board is such that the appointment of an elected official to the board, there
are also alternates that can vote in the absence of the director. However, they cannot vote on
bonding or the purchase of land.
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COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: It has to be the elected officials.

MR. WILLIAMS: It has to be the elected official from that community that
votes.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Questions for Mr. Williams? Okay. Thank you, Mr.
Williams. I have a question for Mr. Gonzalez, This provides for a hefty GRT increase and
that’s how we fund a lot of our County projects and there’s GRT authority that we have that we
may want to consider at some future date. Now if we pass this, plus that, it gets more difficult
politically to pass all these GRT amendments and maybe puts us into conflict with ourselves.
What’s your thinking on that?

MR. GONZALEZ: Mr. Chair, members of the Commission, I think that your
calculus is probably appropriate. At some point we need to worry about whether we’re
imposing more than the voters are prepared to accept. As you know, we also have another GRT
proposition that’s coming before the Commission here shortly this afternoon. So I don’t know
exactly how to balance those. That’s something probably that we need to think about in the
larger sense and perhaps even do some more studying. We do have a second phase of our GRT
discussion coming forward in the wake of the last discussion that we had, started talking about
that and if the Commission wants to enlarge that discussion just to include sort of the scope of
all GRTs that’s something that we can do and might be appropriate.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: I think that would be necessary because I think we’re
competing with limited resources. The voters aren’t going to approve every GRT we pass. Any
discussion or comments?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Sir.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I agree with you on that and I think we need
to look at again, how this is going to fit into our overall picture in terms of the provision of
services. Are we going to get into that — are we going to be a partner or are we going to be a
managing partner, so to speak, in terms of our role. And I think that probably still needs to be
identified, doesn’t it, in terms of what active participatory role we’re going to have, other than
saying at this point we’re participating. We’re going to be a part of the team. And then
afterwards, we’re either going to sit on the bench or be on the playing field, right?

MR. KOLKMEYER: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Montoya, there will be a board
of directors. The designee from Santa Fe County will be a member of a board of directors. So
there will be equal participation. There’s also an intergovernmental agreement that you’re being
asked to sign today too. That also indicated how the group will work together. The really
important first work item of the group will be a service plan. Because everybody will be getting
different levels of services. So it really won’t become entirely clear to the whole board and to
all of us at Santa Fe County exactly what we’re going to be getting and what we’ll be involved
in, But that’s what the work of the service plan will lead us into.

There’s a lot of work yet to go and again, the first element of this will really be the park
'n’ ride. That’s what this entity will take over. Then we have the commuter train coming
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forward. The governor’s initiative on that as well as the Eldorado piece of that too. But it’s
going to be dependent on the service plan.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. Those are my thoughts.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Commissioner Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Jack, I don’t see that agreement you
mentioned in here. All I see is a resolution. Is there some agreement we’re supposed to be
looking at too.

MR. ABEYTA: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Sullivan, the agreement hasn’t been
fully reviewed by the legal department or the County Manager. All you’re doing today is
you’re passing a resolution saying that you want to join and you will consider approval of the
contract and other relevant documents. But you’re not actually acting on the contract yet. The
review hasn’t been completed.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. And then in response to the concern
that Commissioner Campos mentioned, this district, my understanding is, correct me if I’'m
wrong, but they can impose a tax for these regional projects and that would be - they would
have the authority to do that separate from Santa Fe County. Is that correct?

MR. ABEYTA: Yes.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So they could do this whether Santa Fe
County were on the board of directors or not.

MR. ABEYTA: Yes.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So it’s obviously better to be on the board of
directors before they start taxing Santa Fe County residents.

MR. ABEYTA: Let me let Jack talk about this.

MR. KOLKMEYER: Mr. Chair, the RTD, the individual entities, that is the
counties and the municipalities are the ones that have the authority to tax, not the RTD. Let me
make sure that’s correct. Is that correct? Yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. If we get a park 'n’ ride project that
went into the city, who would issue that tax? Would it be the City or the County?

MR. KOLKMEYER: I’'m going to let Mr. Williams answer that question.

MR. WILLIAMS: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Sullivan, Jack referred to the
service plan. If the County wanted some sort of service, let’s say from Eldorado into the City,
there would be negotiations between the City and the County on the level of service and again
some kind of discussion with the City of Santa Fe about how to pay for the project. The taxing
authority that you’ve been discussing is not the only method that you could choose to fund
services in Santa Fe County. You could do it out of any of the taxes that you have available to
you or out of your general fund. It’s not required that you pass an additional GRT. It just
allows you to do that if you want to to fund public transit services. And that money would go
specifically to services in Santa Fe County.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So as we move forward with this initiative
from a commuter rail from Eldorado that comes into Santa Fe, to the railyard. Who puts out
the bonds for that, the City or the County?
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MR. WILLIAMS: I think that the goal is to transfer the right-of-way from the
City to the RTD that the bonds would come out of the RTD.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: But I thought Jack just said the RTD couldn’t
bond; it had to be the County -

MR. WILLIAMS: It can’t tax but it can bond.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: It’s can’t tax. Okay, well, then let me rephrase
the question. Where do we get the taxes or -

MR. WILLIAMS: The taxes come to the RTD through the City or the County.
If the City wanted a level of service, it could tax itself up to one half percent to fund those
services. We also clearly anticipate additional federal funds coming into the RTD and our
committee is working on, with the state DOT folks to establish legislation that would provide
for dedicated funds at the state level for public transit services. It’s similar to the Highway Trust
Fund or the Airport Trust Fund.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. So then it would seem that the County
would have to be the taxing entity because the City can’t tax in the county but the County can
tax in the city.

MR. WILLIAMS: Correct.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So we end up being the bad guy, as it were,
but again, as you mentioned earlier, this is subject to a referendum, correct?

MR. WILLIAMS: That’s correct, sir.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So that would level the playing field pretty
quickly. Thank you,

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Any further discussion? Is there a motion to adopt
Resolution 2004-827

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: So moved.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Second.

The motion to approve Resolution 2004-82 passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

XI. F. 2. Resolution No. 2004-83. A Joint Resolution Creating a City-
County Energy Task Force to Study and Make Recommendations
to the Governing Body of the City of Santa Fe and the Board of
County Commissioners of Santa Fe County Regarding
Alternatives to Power Distribution Line Installations

MR. ABEYTA: Thank you, Mr. Chair. On July 13" the BCC discussed the
proposed resolution and directed staff to research the following: one, additional language that
specifies the Board of County Commissioners as a review body as applicable, two, inclusion of
other electric companies and co-ops within Santa Fe County, three, associate a cost to Santa Fe
County, and four, a comparison of their original resolution and the resolution that was passed.
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Staff has researched these issues and offers the following: with regards to item number
one, language has been added to Section 2(b) that includes the Board of County Commissioners
review if applicable. Two Jemez Electric, Central New Mexico Electric and Mora-San Miguel
Electric have all been added as ex-officio members. Three, a member of the County Land Use
staff will serve as the County’s ex officio member. Cost sharing between the City and County
as a result of the new task force can be addressed in the current City/County joint services
agreement. Four the differences between the original resolution and the resolution adopted by
the City Council is the following additional language: a, Whereas, reliable electrical service to
the City of Santa Fe and the County of Santa Fe is critical for the public health, safety and
welfare, including continuity of service to residences, businesses, governmental entities and
others; and b, whereas electrical consumption has dramatically increased in recent years; c,
Section 2(b) Purposes and Responsibilities. If PNM concludes that the time lines put forth in
this section may create a threat to health, safety or welfare of the citizens of Santa Fe they may
apply to the City Public Utilities Committee for the ability to proceed on a project or projects
irrespective of the time lines in this section. d, Section 4, Membership, calls for thirteen
members, the original was nine members and representatives of effected electrical customers,
e.g., electrical engineers or consultants, representatives of higher learning. In addition, one
representative from PNM shall serve as an ex officio member.

Again, Mr. Chair, those were the differences between the original resolution and the
resolution that was adopted by the City Council. Staff is recommending approval of an
amended resolution and Mr. Chair, in your packet, after Exhibit C there is a resolution that is
labeled 7/21/04 Draft. Staff would recommend that the Commission adopt that draft of the
resolution. Again, this resolution includes additional language that specifies the Board of
County Commissioners as a review body when applicable. It includes all other electric
companies operating within the boundaries of Santa Fe County. And it also limits the number
of membership from thirteen back to nine members. The Mayor, with advice from the City
Council will appoint four members and the Board of County Commissioners will appoint four
members and these eight members will appoint a ninth. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: One reason for the changes in the new draft was to
write a resolution that was truly County/City. The first resolution passed by the City was really
a City resolution and the afterthought was that the County should participate. The other item is
that it states in the third whereas, the members of the BCC believe that public review of these
plans — referring to the PNM plans - require independent public input and evaluation, I
believe that’s essential. Everything else remains pretty much the same. It’s the one you're
looking at right there.

MR. ABEYTA: No, Mr. Chair, it’s behind Exhibit C and it’s labeled 7/21/04
Draft. The very end of the packet.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Commissioner Duran I think is up.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Roman, has the City been - have you discussed
the changes with the City at all?

MR. ABEYTA: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Duran, I haven’t but we did get a
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copy of what was provided to the Board to Councilor Bushee, who was one of the original —

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: I did talk to Councilor Bushee and Jeannie Price
reviewed it and they said they have no problem with it.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Great. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: No problem Of course, Councilor Bushee has to go
back to the Council and have it amended.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Right.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chair, I don’t see in here the language
regarding the PNM considering it an emergency and coming to the Commission or the City.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: That would be under Section 2 Purposes and
Responsibilities, subparagraph c. No project subject to the purview of the task force shall be
held up if it is determined by the respective governing bodies that a project per application of
PNM is necessary for the health, safety and welfare of the community.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay, so that replaces the a, b, ¢, d, that was
put in by the City? Is that your idea?

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: I just reorganized it, cleaned it up a little bit and
refocused it, just to simplify it and to customize it so that it truly a County and City resolution.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. I guess the only words that I'm having
a problem with are the words held up. I would guess that people on the committee might — this
is a one-year task force. I would guess the people on the task force would think one year is not
a problem and they wouldn’t consider that was holding up the project. In the language that the
City has put in they allowed PNM to make that determination and to say that they felt it was
critical and therefore they could go ahead and apply to the City or the County as the case might
be. So is your idea here that PNM would then come to the Council or to the BCC and ask that a
project be taken out of consideration? How does that work?

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: They could ask it be moved forward. If PNM or one
of the other energy companies feels that there’s a project that is essential to the health, safety
and welfare they can come to either the City if it’s within their jurisdiction or the County or if
it’s within our jurisdiction and say this is essential and then the County or the City would make
that decision to go ahead. It’s not going to be tied up by the task force.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay, so that would be an application that
PNM would make apart from their normal application that they would make for a permit.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Or if they make an application for a permit, that
would be an addition finding or consideration that would have to be reviewed by the governing
bodies, the appropriate governing body. I think the language does exactly what the City’s
language does.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Let me just ask Mr. Ross. Do you see any
problems with this? I'm looking more at the mechanism. If it’s determined by the respective
governing bodies, does that mean that both bodies have to pass on this?

MR. ROSS: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Sullivan, it appears so.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: It depends on jurisdiction, doesn’t it, Attorney Ross?

FOOT/FT/60 JHIICODHT AddTD 248



Santa Fe County

Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of July 27, 2004
Page 43

If it’s aligning the powerline within the city, certainly they wouldn’t be asking for County
approval.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Maybe respective should be applicable.

MR. ROSS: Or the EZA, 1 suppose, also. It says respective governing bodies.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: It only talks about the BCC and the City.

MR. ROSS: Right. But the EZA has jurisdiction in relevant areas as well.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Maybe not.

MR. ROSS: You could say the appropriate governing bodies instead of
respective governing bodies.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay.

MR. ROSS: Or the body having jurisdiction.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: How about the governing body having
jurisdiction,

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Commissioner.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Could we use something other than held up? It
seems to me that if we have a process that holding something up isn’t part of the process. Why
would anything be held up? If it doesn’t meet the criteria, it needs to meet the criteria in order
to proceed. Holding it up seems like - I don’t know. What does that mean?

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: It means that the task force will have adequate time to
review the PNM ten-year plan. And they’ll have one year to do so unless something comes up
that really requires PNM or another energy company to do something. That was the discussion
at the City and I think it’s an appropriate discussion. If an emergency does come up then the
County or the City or the appropriate governing body would have the authority to say yes, this
is very important to public safety and move forward with it.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: So you like the words held up?

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: That’s the language that the City used. It’s fine with
me.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: So held up means what again?

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: That they cannot move forward with a particular
project within this one-year period unless they come and apply and say there’s a serious need
for it. And they convince us of that.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Then why would they hold it up? Why would
anybody hold it up?

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: If you have a project that’s so big that nullifies the
whole purpose of the task force. The task force therefore becomes a nullity and public input,
we do not have public input,

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Well, I object to the words held up, but thank you
very much.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chair,

FTOOT/FT/60 JHTIICOHT AddTD 248



Santa Fe County

Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of July 27, 2004
Page 44

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Sir,

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: How about putting it in the positive instead of
the negative? How about saying A project subject to the purview of the task force may move
forward if it is determined by the governing body having jurisdiction that a project - I don’t
know what this per application is - a project application to PNM is necessary for the health,
safety, and welfare of the community.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: That’s fine.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: I like that.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Does that sound better?

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Yes. Thank you. I knew you would do it.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Well, I'm not quite sure I understand what
project per application means.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: It means that PNM would have the option to apply for
a project like a powerline project.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: But don’t you see where I'm reading? The
governing body having jurisdiction that a project per application?

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: That there would have to be an application, an
affirmative action taken by PNM to invoke this particular clause.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Is that what that means? Project per
application?

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: That’s how I interpret it. Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr. Chair, this resolution that we’re looking at
now, is it just for the City of Santa Fe and our jurisdiction in the county? What happens with
the other public service companies out there, for example Jemez and Central? Explain that.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: This is a joint resolution, County/City.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: But it only pertains to PNM’s plan.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: It’s focusing on the ten-year plan of PNM, which is
what’s on the table right now, that PNM is proposing.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So the other co-ops don’t have to come,
Commissioner Anaya, is my understanding, they don’t have to come to have their projects.
This was started as a City initiative to review PNM’s plan and so we’re saying the co-ops can
be on the committee, ex officio members as I understand it, to participate in that review
process. But their plans aren’t being reviewed. It’s only PNM’s. Am I correct?

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: That’s the focus; the ten-year plan.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So are you saying that if PNM wants to do a line
extension in the city, this task force would look at it, but if it was in the county, this task force
doesn’t have to look at it.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: No, they would.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: The task force is joint and they would have the entire
task force look at any of these projects, together.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Only where PNM is serving.
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CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Well, at this point, the plan, we’re only looking at the
PNM plan, the ten-year plan. And that would mean that it would be within their service area.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So PNM expands out to the Village of Galisteo. If

they wanted to expand something out there this task force would look at it?

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: If it’s part of their ten-year plan, yes.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So that the people that are appointed from the
City of Santa Fe would have a say-so about what goes on in the Village of Galisteo?

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: This task force is only advisory. They only advise.
Only the County Commission would make those decisions. This is simply to provide us with
information about what the plan is, does it serve the public interest? It is not a decision-making
body. It would not make a decision.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Mr. Chair, this is only applicable to the existing
ten-year plan.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: To the proposed ten-year plan.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: And the proposed ten-year plan as it exists today
does not project any plans to do anything in the outlying areas.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: I don’t believe there’s a proposal to extend the
services.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Maybe Rhonda could enlighten us a little.
Because I can understand what you’re getting to, but if the proposed plan doesn’t extend out in
that area there’s no need to have a concern but if they can amend that plan at any time without
consulting the community or the Commission then I think there’s a problem.

RHONDA MITCHELL: I will try to address the question as I understand it.
The ten-year plan that was presented to the City and I believe to the County, that’s a living
document for us so it’s revised on an annual basis. But the one that was submitted to the City
and the County does not include any extensions into Galisteo to my knowledge. That would be
something that we would update the City and the County on on an ongoing basis because we
have to revise that plan based on load growth and need and demand. But the ten-year plan that
was presented and has been considered for evaluation, to my knowledge doesn’t have any
projects in the Galisteo area.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Or in Cerrillos, Madrid -

MS. MITCHELL: No, sir.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Okay.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Sir.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I'd like to change the wording of the per
application to say instead, being proposed by.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: That’s fine.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So let me read -

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Do you want to make a motion?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I want to read this revised sentence and see —
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CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Section 2, subparagraph ¢?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Correct. 2.c, and see if PNM has anything
that they want to say about it. A project subject to the purview of the task force may more
forward if it is determined by the governing body having jurisdiction that a project being
proposed by PNM is necessary for the health, safety and welfare of the community.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Do you have a comment?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I wanted to see if that’s understandable and
workable.

MS. MITCHELL: Well, to me it’s not exactly clear what the intent is. The way
I would envision this working is there’s an interim period that’s going to occur while the task
force is being set up by the City and the County. And during that period there might be a
project that PNM considers to be critical that we would bring forward either to the City and/or
County, depending on who had the jurisdiction for the project, and we would go through our
normal permitting process with those two govermnments, and it could be either approved or
denied in the interim period.

The other period would be the one-year duration of the task force. If during that period,
we felt there was a critical project, what we would do is go to the City and/or County to go
through the permitting process. The local government would still maintain the jurisdiction and
could either approve or deny the project as they saw fit.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I don’t see anything about an interim period in
here but obviously, until both the City and the County agree to this revised resolution it’s
business as usual. And any project that’s moving forward can move forward until we have
mutual agreement on this, correct? And then once it’s signed by both entities, I assume the one-
year period starts. Or is there some period beyond that before the one-year period starts that 'm
not seeing here?

MS. MITCHELL: Well, I think in reality for us, and we're looking very closely
at the projects, but there’s projects that we might be bringing forward for permitting as early as
next month. And those are part of the ten-year plan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Then I would say if the City agreed to our
revised resolution, then that would come under this resolution. If they didn’t, and wanted to
wordsmith it, which they frequently do, we wouldn’t have a resolution until it’s mutually
agreed upon. Is that correct? This is a joint resolution. It’s not our intent to do this
independently of the City. So this resolution takes effect when it’s a joint resolution.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: That’s the intent. We could do our own resolution
independently of the City and do our own task force, the hope here is that we can work together
on it.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: It calls for a special task force to serve in an
advisory capacity and it says that the task force shall serve for 12 months.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: The period can be extended by both the Commission
and the City.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So I guess you’re right that just by omission
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there that it may take a while to set the task force up so once the task force is in process then
they have 12 months to complete their work. It doesn’t really tell - let’s say that were to take
two months. It doesn’t really say what would happen during that two-month period. So my
guess is, to be safe, PNM could simply then make a request to the appropriate governing body
and say this is a critical project.

MS. MITCHELL: Yes, and actually the project that I'm referring - actually
the City and the County have jurisdiction on that particular project. So if we brought that
forward before the task force was set up, we would apply as we do now to the City and the
County for permits.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Is that the project, the lines out towards Las Vegas?

MS. MITCHELL: No, it’s not.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: It’s not that one,

MS. MITCHELL: No, sir.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Which one is it?

MS. MITCHELL: It’s the one that’s identified as the NG-Cap, Miguel Lujan
Sub.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay.

MS. MITCHELL: That’s a project that we’ve had - we’ve had public meetings
on it. We actually had the public meetings in January and we’re just trying to complete the
permitting packet to bring to the City and the County and we visited with the staff at the City
and the County on that project.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Well, Commissioner Campos, do we want to
try to address this interim period? Or do we just simply say that you can submit to the
governing body irrespective of whether the task force has been established or not.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: I think we can pass this resolution, and then if indeed
we feel like this project needs to be scrutinized further we can pass another resolution saying
that it would be subject to this one and that they could not move forward until the task force did
its stuff — unless there’s a special exception based on public health and safety.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I don’t have a problem with the language but
then it’s my language.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: I think your language is appropriate, Section 2.c. I
have no problem with it.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. These are my suggested revisions: A
project subject to the purview of the task force may more forward if it is determined by the
respective governing body - that could be bod(ies), that probably would be a better way to do
that because it might be one, it might be two. In this case it would be both bodies. If it is
determined by the governing bodies having jurisdiction that a project being proposed by PNM
is necessary for the health, safety and welfare of the community.

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Second.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Does that seem workable?

MS. MITCHELL.: Yes, it does.
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COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Well, I could move for adoption of Resolution
2004-83 with that amendment to Section 2(c).

COMMISSIONER DURAN: Second.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay. Discussion?

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Mr, Chair,

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Commissioner Anaya.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: So basically, we're setting up a task force for
people from the City, which will be appointed by the Mayor.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: City Council.

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: City Council. Four people from the County,
which will be appointed by the Commission, and the ninth person will be elected by the
committee. This committee will oversee any projects that PNM brings forward. They will
advise us on whether this project that PNM brings forward is either a good one or a bad one.
They will go then, this committee will go to either the Council or the Commission to advise us
of what they thought of it, and then we will make the final decision either way.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: We’re not giving up jurisdiction,

COMMISSIONER ANAYA: Okay, just to clarify it.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay. Input from staff. Mr. Abeyta.

MR. ABEYTA: No, Mr. Chair, we got the changes to that paragraph and we’ll
make those.

The motion to approve Resolution 2004-83 with the suggested changes passed by
unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: One other thing. We need to get four members
appointed as soon as possible. I think we need to advertise. I think we’ve already started
collecting names. We need to coordinate with the City. This thing will have to go back to the
City and they’re going to have to consider this revised, amended resolution. So whoever wants
to take charge please do so. And let’s get something on the Internet, something in the paper.
Let’s go get lunch until about 2:00.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Wait a minute? Why 2:00?

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Why not 2:00? We have to be here at 4:30. We have
an hour for executive session.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: There’s nothing left. Why not 3:00. We don’t
have anything until 4:30. There’s nothing left on the agenda.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: One hour of executive session and then we have two
public hearings.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: That’s going to take -

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: We also have the Public Works.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Speed bumps. The Consent N and the speed bumps.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: The Consent’s done.
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CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: No, we postponed N.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: No, that’s right. We did postpone it.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Because we need a contract to review.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: How about 2:30?

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay. 2:30.

MR. GONZALEZ: I do have three quick announcements, Mr. Chair, under
County Manager. First of all, there is an open house in the Commission offices and the County
Manager’s office on Friday, the 30®, this coming Friday, from 1:00 to 5:00 p.m. It’s an
internal open house for County employees.

Second of all, August 4®, we’d just like your input about whether that works as a date
for a study session on the space analysis, and this would be the portion focusing on the findings
in terms of what the future needs of the County are going to be, preparatory to moving on to
discuss sites, which will be done afterwards.

And then the third item, the BCC for the tenth of August, we’ll start at 2:30 instead of
3:00 so we have a little bit of time in order to accommodate a presentation that some folks out
in the community have requested to make regarding cloud seeding.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: Okay, Commissioner Montoya, you had a comment?
You’re saying you have folks coming in at 1:30.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I told them to come in after lunch.

CHAIRMAN CAMPOS: I would say 2:30 gives us enough time. We can do
everything. Is that okay? Okay, we’re recessed until 2:30.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Could we get those notices inviting please?

MR. GONZALEZ: I'll send out an e-mail so that you get them.

[The Commission recessed from 12:40 to 2:35.]

X. N. Request Approval of Professional Service Agreement #25-0045-PFMD
with Hot Spare, Inc. for System and Network Administration Support
($19,200) (Project & Facilities Management Department)

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I believe the staff, Mr. Chair, passed out
during lunch copies of the agreement.[Exhibit 3] Mr. Olafson, if you want to address that. If
you want to sumrnarize the agreement.

MR. OLAFSON: Again, the agreement is with Hot Spare. It’s a contract that
provides UNIX programming, 