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SANTA FE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

COMMISSION CHAMBERS COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING

REGULAR MEETING
(Administrative Items)
August 30, 2005 - 10:00 a.m.

Please turn off cellular telephones during the meeting.

Agenda

I. Call to Order
II. Roll Call
III. Pledge of Allegiance
IV. State Pledge
V. Invocation
V1. Approval of Agenda
A. Amendments
B. Tabled or Withdrawn Items
C. Consent Calendar: Withdrawals
VII. Approval of Minutes
A.  July 26, 2005
VIII. Matters of Public Concern — Non-Action Items
IX. Matters from the Commission
A. Resolution 2005- A Resolution Directing and Authorizing Santa Fe County to
Participate in the NACO Prescription Drug Discount Card Program
(Commissioner Montoya)
Geohydrological Report Update (Commissioner Montoya)
Discussion on a Possible County Ordinance Restricting Heavy Truck Traffic
on Agua Fria Road (Commissioner Vigil)
Discussion on New Mexico First State Wide Town Hall Forums Joint City
County Resolution (Commissioner Vigil)
Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Setting Priorities for Water Allocation of the
375 Acre Feet of Temporary Wholesale Water Delivery Identified in Part 2
of the Water Resources Agreement Between the City of Santa Fe and Santa
Fe County Dated January 11, 2005 (Commissioner Sullivan)
X. Presentations
A. Memorial for Commissioner John “Bouncer” Sena (Commissioner Campos)
B. Presentation on Economic Opportunities Through the Wildlife Program by
Larry Bell, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Land Use)
XI. Committee Appointments/Reappointments and Resignations
A. Appointment of Mr. Rick Galligan, Replacement for Mr. Alfred Matter, to
the Lodgers’ Tax Advisory Board
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Appointments and Reappointments to the Maternal Child Health Council
Appointments to the Tesuque Development Review Committee

Resignation and Appointment to the Agua Fria Development Review
Committee

Appointment to the Community College District Review Committee

XII. Consent Calendar

A.

Budget Adjustments

1. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the Jail
Enterprise Fund (518) / Adolescent Residence Center to Budget
Additional Care of Prisoners Revenue for Expenditure in Fiscal
Year 2006 / $13,410 (Corrections Department)

2. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the GOB
Series 1997 Proceeds Fund (350) to Budget Prior Fiscal Year 2005
Cash Balance for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006 / $4,235.67
(Finance Department)

3. Resolution 2005- A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
Emergency Medical Services Fund (206) / All EMS Districts to
Realign the Fiscal Year 2006 Budget with the Final State
Distribution Allocation Award for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006
/ $39,046 (Fire Department)

4. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
General Fund (101) / Hazmat Grant to Budget Prior Fiscal Year
Grant Balances for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006 / $22,186 (Fire
Department)

5. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the Fire
Impact Fees Fund (216) / Hondo Fire District to Budget Prior Fiscal
Year 2005 Cash Balance for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006 /
$52,912 (Fire Department)

6. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the Fire
Protection Fund (209) / La Puebla Fire District to Budget a Federal
Grant Received from FEMA for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006
/$18,153 (Fire Department)

7. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting an Operating Transfer
from the DWI Program to the County Sheriff’s Budget within the

General Fund (101) for Law Enforcement Efforts with DWI

Projects in Fiscal Year 2005 / $7,940 (Health & Human Services
Department)

8. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting a Budget Decrease to the
General Fund (101 Maternal Care Infant Health Program
Realigning the Fiscal Year 2006 Budget with the Final Approved
Grant Award for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006 / $32,646 (Health
& Human Services Department)

9. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting a Budget Increase to the
Alcohol Programs Fund (241) / Community DWI and Ignition
Interlock Programs to Align the Fiscal Year 2006 Budgets with the
Final Approved Grant Awards / $1,443 (Health & Human Services
Department)

10. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
General Fund (101) / Home For Good — El Norte Program for a
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Grant Awarded Through the New Mexico Department of Health for
Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006 / $61,305 (Health & Human
Services)

11. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
General Fund (101) / Intergovernmental Summit Division to Budget
Miscellaneous Revenue Received for Expenditure in Fiscal Year
2006 /$4,000 (Manager’s Office)

12. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting a Budget Decrease to the
US Environmental Protection Fund (260) to Reverse Resolution
2005-39 for Fiscal Year 2005 /-$1,397 (Project & Facilities
Management Department)

13. Resolution 2005 - A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
Wildlife/Mountains/Trails Fund (233) for a Federal Grant Awarded
through the U.S. Department of Transportation for Expenditure in
Fiscal Year 2006 / $300,000 (Project & Facilities Management
Department)

14. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the US
Environmental Protection Fund (260) and the State Special
Appropriations’ Fund (318) to Budget Prior Fiscal Year 2005 Grant
Balances for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006 / $3,438,199.03
(Project & Facilities Management Department)

15. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
Capital Outlay GRT Fund (213), the Wildlife/Mountains/Trails
Fund (233) to Budget Prior Fiscal Year 2005 Cash Balances for
Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006 / $1,310,492.35 (Project & Facilities
Management Department)

16. Resolution 2005 - A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
Capital Outlay GRT Fund (213 to Budget Prior Fiscal Year 2005
Cash Balance and an Operating Transfer to the State Special
Appropriations Fund (318) for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006 /
$13,826,258 (County Manager, Public Works, Project & Facilities
Management and Utilities)

17. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting a Budget Decrease to the
General Fund (101) / Region III Grant Program to Realign the

Fiscal Year 2006 Budget with the Approved Interim Grant

Extension from New Mexico Department of Public Safety / -
$197,892 (Sheriff’s Office)

18. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
General Fund (101) / Region IIT Program Income to Budget Court
Settlement Restitution Revenue Received for Expenditure in Fiscal
Year 2006 /$290 (Sheriff’s Office)

19. Resolution 2005- A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
General Fund (101)/HIDTA Grant Program to Budget Prior Fiscal
Year 2005 Grant Program to Budget Prior Fiscal Year 2005 Grant
Balances for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006 / $1,607.83 (Sheriff’s
Office)

20. Resolution 2005 - A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
General Fund (101) / County Sheriff’s Budget for a Federal Grant



Awarded Through Eastern Kentucky University for Expenditure in
Fiscal Year 2006/ $40,000 (Sheriff’s Office)

21. Resolutions 2005 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the

General Fund (101) / County Sheriff’s Budget for Warrant
Enforcement Revenue Received for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006
/$3,121.97 (Sheriff’s Office)

22. Resolution 2005- A Resolution-Increasing the Utility Budget in the

Amount or $155,000 for NMED Grants. The Grants Numbers,
Names and Amounts are as Follows: 04-1556-STB Agua Fria /
Rumbo Al Sur Rd Sewer Line $50,000 /05-0140-STB Sewer Line
Extension (Paseo de Tercero & Via Don Toribio) $50,000 / 051158-
GF Sewer Line Extension (Agua Fria Rd & Rufina St.) $20,000 / 05-
1199-GF Sewer Line Extension (Paseo de Tercero & Via Don
Toribio) $35,000 (Water Resource Department & Finance)

23. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the

General Fund (101) / Project and Facilities Management
Department (Property Control Division) to Budget Unbudgeted
Cash Balance Reserves for Capital Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006
/ $1,200,000 (Project & Facilities Management Department)

24. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the Water

Enterprise Fund (505) to Budget Additional Revenue from an
Approved Utility Rate Increase to Create 3 FTEs for Fiscal Year
2006 / $127,422

B. Professional Service Agreements

1.

Request Authorization to Accept and Award a Construction
Agreement to the Lowest Responsive Bidder in Response to IFB
#25-18 for Renovation o f the Eastern Regional Fire Station, Hondo
Fire District /$1,429,500 (Fire Department)

Request Authorization to Accept and Award a Construction
Agreement to the Lowest Responsive Bidder in Response to IFB
#25-62 RB1 for Sidewalk Repair at the Santa Fe County Judge Steve
Herrera Judicial Complex / $23,500 (Project & Facilities
Management Department)

Request Authorization to Amend Contract #24-0150-CHDD with
Community and Family Services, Inc. to Add $40,000.00 for
Evaluation Services for the Home for Good Program (Health &
Human Services Department)

Request Authorization to Accept and Award a Professional Services
Agreement to the Highest Rated Offeror in Response to RFP #26-
0901-CL/MYV for Recording/Stenography Services for the Santa Fe
County Clerk’s Office and the Santa Fe County Land Use
Department / $41,250

Request Authorization to Accept and Award Professional Services
Agreement #26-1401-WR.KD to the Highest Rated Offeror in
Response to FRP #26-004-UT for the Feasibility Study of
Wastewater Alternatives in the Las Golondrinas Area / $34,687
Request Authorization to Accept and Award a Price Agreement to
C& C Distributors for IFB #25-66, for Indefinite Quantity Janitorial



C.

Supplies for the Building Services Section (Project & Facilities
Management Department)

Grant Agreements

1.

D. Misc.

4-

Request Approval and Execution of 5 NMED Grant Agreements.
The Grant Numbers, Names, and Amounts are as Follows: 04-1556-
STB Agua Fria/Rumbo Al Sur Road Sewer Line $50,000 / 05-0140-
STB Sewer Line Extension (Paseo de Tercero & Via Don Toribio)
$50,000 / 5-1154-GF Regional Water & Wastewater System
$1,070,000 (Pojoague Valley) / 05-1158-GF Sewer Line Extension
(Agua Fria Road & Rufina St.) $20,000 / 05-1199-GF Sewer Line
Extension (Paseo de Tercero & Via Don Toribio) $35,000 (Water
Resource Department & PFMD)

Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Designating Grantee Signature
Authority and Project Representative for the NMED Grants. The
Grant Numbers, Names and Amounts are as Follows: 04-1556-STB
Agua Fria/ Rumbo Al Sur Road Sewer Line $50,000 / 05-0140-STB
Sewer Line Extension (Paseo de Tercero & Via Toribio) $50,000 / 5-
1154-GF Regional Water & Wastewater System- $1,070,000
(Pojoaque Valley) / 05-1158-GF Sewer Line Extension (Agua Fria
Rd & Rufina St.) $20,000 / 05-1199-GF Sewer Line Extension (Paseo
de Tercero & Via Don Toribio) $35,000 (Water Resource
Department & PFMD)

Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting Approval to Surplus
Fire Department Rescue Equipment to be Donated to Other Fire
Departments within New Mexico (Fire Department)

Resolution 2005 - A Resolution Requesting Approval to Surplus
Obsolete Fire Department Equipment and Vehicles (Fire
Department)

Request Authorization to Enter into a Memorandum of
Understanding Between the City of Santa Fe, Santa Fe County,
Santa Fe Community College, Santa Fe Business Incubator and
Local Energy to Plan the Development of a Center for Community
Sustainability at the Santa Fe Community College (Land Use
Department)

Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Authorizing and Supporting an
Infrastructure Capital Improvements Plan for Santa Fe County
(Project & Facilities Management Department)

XII1I. Staff and Elected Officials’ Items
A. Corrections Department

B.

1.

Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the Jail
Enterprise Fund (518 / Youth Development Program to Budget
Additional Care of Prisoner Revenue to Create 5 FTEs in Fiscal
Year 2006 ($239,426)

Finance Department

1.

Request Authorization to Accept and Award Professional Services
Agreement #26-0302-FI/RH, Based Upon an Existing State Price
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Agreement with the New Mexico State Transportation Department,
to Ernst and Young, LLP, for Arbitrage Calculation Analysis
Services
2. Resolution 2005- A Resolution Approving Non Budgeted Reserve
Requirements for Operating Budget of Fiscal Year 2006
C. Land Use Department
1. Request for Approval of an Intergovernmental Agreement Between
the City of Santa Fe and the County of Santa Fe Establishing an
Urban Growth Area within the Extraterritorial Zoning District on
8.035 Acres. The Property is Located Along Calle P’o Ae Pi South of
Rufina Street, within Section 6, Township 16 North, Range 9 East
D. Public Works Department
1. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
General Fund (101) / Solid Waste Program to Budget Additional
Landfill Fee Revenue to Create 2 Transfer Station Caretaker FTEs
in Fiscal Year 2006
2. Update on Requests for Traffic Calming Petitions Received From
July 2004 to July 2005
E.  Matters from the County Manager
1. Update on Affordable Housing Task Force
2. Update on Various Issues
F.  Matters from the County Attorney
1. Executive Session
a. Discussion of Pending or Threatened Litigation
b. Limited Personnel Issues
c. Discussion of the Purchase, Acquisition or Disposal of Real
Property or Water Rights
XIV. Public Hearings (6pm)
A. Informational Presentation on the Judicial Complex
XV. 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).



SANTA FE COUNTY
REGULAR MEETING

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

August 30, 2005

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

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

Members Present: Members Absent:
Commissioner Mike Anaya, Chairman [None]
Commissioner Harry Montoya, Vice Chairman

Commissioner Paul Campos

Commissioner Jack Sullivan

Commissioner Virginia Vigil

V. INVOCATION
An invocation was given by County Hydrologist Dr. Stephen Wust.

V. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
A. Amendments
B. Tabled or withdrawn items
C. Consent Calendar: Withdrawals

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I had a question regarding the professional

services agreements. Are those part of the Consent Calendar?

ROMAN ABEYTA (Deputy County Manager): Mr. Chairman, Commissioner
Montoya, yes. [audio difficulties] Under XI. E we had to correct the title to read Appointment
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Board of County Commissioners
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to the Community College Development Review Committee. Then under XII. A. 11, we had to
correct the fund title to add the word project. That’s a minor amendment. And then under XILI.
A. 1, we changed create 5 FTEs in fiscal year 2006 to create 7 FTEs in fiscal year 2006.

Item under XTII. B. 1 has been tabled. Item under XIII. D. 2 we added update and
request for direction regarding traffic calming petitions. And the last amendment is under XIII.
E. 1, we added discussion and possible direction to publish title and general summary of an
Affordable Housing Ordinance for Santa Fe County. There are no other changes.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Roman. Are there any other changes that
the Commission would like? I would like to move up Presentations under X. A. and move that
right after Matters of Public Concern. Any other changes?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, I have on the Consent
Calendar, item XII. A. 10, item XII. A. 16, and XII. B. 3, and XII. D. 3.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman, I had XI1. A. 1. I believe
Commissioner Montoya already brought up 13 and 16, is that right?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Not 13.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Not 13? Then XII. A. 13. XII. C. 2, and B.
5. And X1I. C. 1 and 2.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Any other changes?

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Mr, Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: I just have a couple of questions on item XII. A. 11
and XII. A, 5.

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

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Second.

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

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

VII. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. July 26, 2005

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, I move for approval. I
have some minor corrections, typographical.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: There’s been a motion by Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Second. Can I make a small comment. When
we do have typographical - is there a question here of whether we should put this in
writing or document it somehow or how is this working out? I’'m not sure. We just take
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your change and provide them to Ms. Farrell?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Yes.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Does that work out, Ms. Farrell? No
problem? Okay.

The motion to approve the minutes as corrected passed by unanimous [5-0]
voice vote,

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Before we go on any further I'd like to maybe ask
the Commission, we do have a long agenda, a long meeting ahead of us. If the
Commission could keep your comments brief and to the point we’ll be able to move this
meeting along very smoothly.

VIII. MATTERS OF PUBLIC CONCERN - NON-ACTION ITEMS

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Valerie Espinoza, an update on the mock election.

VALERIE ESPINOZA (County Clerk): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'm happy
to report that our office has reached a milestone for the County. Since taking office January 1,
my Bureau of Elections Director, Denise Lamb and her staff worked very hard and have
accomplished our goad of tying into the new state voter registration and election management
system. That’s the ES&S and we have also successfully completed a mock election under the
direction of Denise Lamb.

Santa Fe was one of four counties that was not tied into and as of today, all 33 counties
have done so. And I'm pleased to report to you that last week, on August 22 and 23, the
Bureau of Elections participated in this statewide mock election to test the new system and try
to work out bugs if there were any and in the end we had a successful mock election. And in
brief, what we did was we didn’t create ballots or count or cast votes. All the administrative
procedures that occur in the months prior to an election were compressed into 48 hours. In
order to test the limits of the system, all 33 counties were instructed to carry out the same
administrative operations at the same time.

Among the administrative functions that were tested were issuance of absentee ballot
applications and we registered voters. We registered Bart Simpson and Tom Cruise. I’'m sure
you read that in the paper. And Wilma Flintstone from Bedrock, New Mexico. But we also
entered the absentee ballot applications and logging and returned absentee ballot applications,
and sending of absentee ballots, logging returned absentee ballots and creating absentee ballots.
So the Bureau of Elections staff also processed election workers on the system and entered
mock certificates of voter registration, updated voter histories and created and submitted public
service requests. And we just felt we should update the Commission on the status of this mock
election and if any of you have questions I can answer or Denise Lamb is here to answer the
success of the election. Thank you,
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COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr, Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you. Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Question for our County Clerk. Other than
Mickey Mouse and those things, did you have anything like Pat Robertson or anything
ordinary?

MS. ESPINOZA: No, but Tom Cruise won the election. I hate to inform you.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Valerie.

MS. ESPINOZA: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thanks to your staff. Everything’s going very well. I
don’t hear too many bad things in your office down there.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I hear no bad things, actually.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you. Before we move on I'd like to recognize
two past County Commissioners that are in the audience, Commissioner Paul Duran. Thank
you for being here. And Commissioner Art Trujillo. Thank you for being here, Art.

Okay, any Matters of Public Concern? Anybody want to address the Commission?

X. PRESENTATIONS
A. Memorial for Commissioner John “Bouncer” Sena (Commissioner
Campos)

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It’s a great honor to
read this proclamation for the Sena family. I'd like you to come forward and maybe sit up
front. We're going to have a few pictures and Art Tryjillo, why don’t you come up ? You’re
going to be talking too. We’d like you to come up if you can. We have some photos to show
you and we’ll be doing that shortly. But sit down. And after we read the proclamation I'd like
all of you to come up and just introduce yourselves and if you have anything to say, please say
it, This is a sunset proclamation which reads:

Whereas, John “Bouncer” Sena was a coach, educator, politician, family man, high
school football star and a lifelong Santa Fean; and

Whereas, John “Bouncer” Sena was born in Santa Fe in 1927, the youngest of eight
children of Abran and Elena Sena, and was raised on Agua Fria Street; and

Whereas, he was educated at the Guadalupe School, Santa Fe High School, the
University of New Mexico and graduated from the College of Santa Fe with a business degree
in 1951; and

Whereas, John “Bouncer” Sena married Bernadette Ortiz in 1958 and became parents to
Dolores, Melinda, Frank and Rebecca; and

Whereas, of the 33 years working at the high school, John “Bouncer” Sena served as
the vice principal for 25 years. At Santa Fe High he coached sophomore basketball, was the
master of ceremonies of the band performances and created the career day program, a program
for which the Santa Fe Community Foundation rewarded him; and
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Whereas, John “Bouncer” Sena served for two terms as County Commissioner in the
mid-seventies and was named chairman in 1978. During his tenure as Commissioner, the
Steven Herrera Judicial Complex was built. He was involved in the creation of the Santa Fe
Water Board. After he retired from the high school he was declared to be a living treasure in
this community and this state. It is of significant importance to recognize great leaders. In doing
so we must honor the life and accomplishments of John “Bouncer” Sena. We are fortunate and
grateful for his service and dedicated representation to Santa Fe County. John “Bouncer” Sena
served his government, students and constituents unselfishly and with integrity. We moum the
loss of a great leader and a great man, and we honor his life.

Now, therefore we the Board of County Commissioners proclaim today, the 30® of
August as John “Bouncer” Sena Day throughout the county.

I thank you very much for being here and if you’d like to say a few words for the
family, please come forward.

FRANK SENA: Thank you, Commissioners, especially Commissioner
Campos. Jennifer Jaramillo, thank you for all your work in putting this together. In all our
dad’s years, all the contributions he put forward throughout the city, the county, his stay on the
County was one of his favorite times. He really enjoyed the work he put in and he worked
hard. He was a hard-working guy. You guys have all got a lot of hard work to fill his shoes,
that’s for sure, as well as Art Trujillo. But we’d just like to thank everybody on behalf of the
family for recognizing our father in this way and thank you very much.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Thank you. Commissioner Trujillo, do you have
any words to add?

ART TRUJILLO: I probably have a few things to say because I knew him
pretty well. My name is Art Trujillo and Mr, Chairman, members of the Commission, I would
like to thank you for honoring Bouncer because I think that when you serve as a public official
people don’t really appreciate you. They say in life that when you make a decision you please

50 and you alienate 50 so you know where you are most of the time.
Rouncer and T were tngether - Tgot elected in 1974 and 1 believe Rouncer followed

OIS 2 WEAL AR SRAND AL R YAe 221 RN 2 UNAILVER A e awwea aNSRENS

me, got elected about 1976 and started his term in 1977. Bouncer was a very - I would say
Bouncer had a demeanor about him that’s important to acknowledge. He was very abrupt, and
when you asked him for help he was always a team player. But he never wavered. He’d always
- when he was going to make a tough decision he held his head and face like this and said,
you know, let’s go forward. And Bouncer and I can relate back to history. I loved the man
because again, he was a team player. He was present with us when we adopted the first
Development Code. The Code that you’re operating under came in under our administration.
We also adopted the first personnel ordinance in this County. Everybody yelled at us because
nobody understood what we were trying to do.

At that time in our tenure, 1978, we had a hard time. We had probably four or five
police cars and three of them started and two of them didn’t. Now you’re blessed with probably
a bigger budget. I think our budget was in the neighborhood of $9 million. What’s your budget
today? $30 million?
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COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Our total budget is, what, Gerald? A hundred
and some?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: $130 million.

GERALD GONZALEZ (County Manager): General fund budget is about $40
million and overall is about $100 million,

MR. TRUJILLO: Well, you see, we had $14 million I think at the tops when
we were Commissioners, okay? So you can understand that we could just barely buy cars and
operate. And the other thing that you need to know about Bouncer and his administration, you
know that courthouse, Harvey Junior High, that took place under his tenure. And things like
that. The Personnel Ordinance. One of the things that I remissed on is I didn’t offer my
condolences to the family and I missed your funeral, Bernadette, but I appreciated it. This little
guy, the youngster, he used to work for me, by the way, when I owned the architectural firm,
Frank and he’s now on his own and he’s an electrician. And he said to me this morning, you
know, I learned a lot when I worked for you.

And again, politics is a unique thing for all of us. I started here and Bouncer did too. I
was asked to move on by the voters of this city because I got elected mayor in the middle the
term between 76 and 78, so I moved on. And the reason I had to go is because at that time I
wanted my successor to be appointed to this Commission and the governor wouldn’t appoint
him so I stayed her. And then the City decided they wanted to give the jail back to the County,
so I couldn’t wear both hats. So I at that time resigned and went forward to be the mayor.

So again I thank you and I wish the family well and we had some good times and we
can just remember that. Thank you very much.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Thank you, Mr. Tryjillo. I think we have some
photographs to show,

[A photographic montage followed.]

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. While it’s been made
reference to Bouncer Sena I really need to underscore the dedicated service he provided as a
teacher and curriculum provider at Santa Fe High School. He was there when I went to Santa
Fe High and when I graduated and I was incredibly impressed with regard to how much his
family must have supported him in order for him to provide the extracurricular hours that he
did at Santa Fe High. I graduated and throughout my years at Santa Fe High I was a high
school cheerleader and the amount of support that he provided, even though he wasn’t a
sponsor, but he was always available to sponsor whatever extracurricular activities were
available to Santa Fe High. And that went above and beyond his salary. He must have had an
incredibly, and as I see you, understanding and loving relationship with all of you. Thank you
for the support that you provided him throughout his years.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Commissioner Vigil. And I'd like to also
thank Commissioner Campos for bringing this forward. It’s always very important to recognize
distinguished people in the state of New Mexico and in the country, which he was. I knew
Bouncer a little bit. I was a good kid. I wasn’t always in the principal’s office. But it was
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always good to see him. I graduated in ’82 and he was a fine man, very fine man. And I again
thank you all for being here. This is a very special day.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, I'd just like to offer my
condolences to the family. I knew who he was. I heard his name a lot. Never got the
opportunity or the privilege to have met him but my condolences to you.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you again. Commissioner Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I’d like to reiterate that as well too to the
family. I met Bouncer many times through the sports programs and I was active in coaching
and announcing the soccer and his activity in football of course was well known. But I think
before we leave the issue, Mr. Chairman, that probably one of the family needs to get back up
and expldin to the public where the name came from.

MR. SENA: Well, you’d have to get my dad back to tell you that story. There’s
a thousand -

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I wish I could do that.

MR. SENA: There’s a thousand of them but he has an original one. He claims
it was from playing marbles. But his brothers say that was because of his size and they boxed a
lot and he was the biggest one and whenever they had somebody they couldn’t handle they put
him in the mix and he’d bounce them. It stuck really well all throughout high school because it
really fit him perfectly. That’s pretty much -~

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: I like the second one better.

MR. SENA: That’s why we stick with that one. Thank you very much,

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I'd like to thank you for being here. I know he
was a great man, did a lot for the community. Very proud of his culture and his language and
he always thought that was important so I want to thank you for coming, for being his children,
widow. Thank you very much. '

IX. MATTERS FROM THE COMMISSION
A. Resolution 2005-112. A Resolution Directing and Authorizing Santa Fe
County to Participate in the NACo Prescription Drug Discount Card
Program (Commissioner Montoya)

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This is coming
before us. I think we’ve ironed out the quirks and questions that we had prior to today so
that this is at least in-a form that we can hopefully move forward on this. This program,
Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, is being offered through the National Association of
Counties and is intended to provide coverage for people in Santa Fe County, Santa Fe
County residents who have no insurance for or need some financial help in obtaining
prescribed pharmaceuticals. This program has proven to be effective in other counties
throughout the country and just some information, Mr. Chairman, regarding some of the
research that has been done also regarding what’s going to help and I think this puts into
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perspective a little bit in terms of a couple of people who work for the US Department of
Commerce and the US Department of Budget and Finance who did a study taking a look at
what prescription drugs cost people and there was also an individual, investigative reporter
in Detroit who did a drug price story on generic drug price gouging by pharmacies and his
investigation found out that these generic drugs were marked up by as much as 3000
percent or more. So when we look at some of the drugs and their active ingredients, for
example, Celebrex, 100 milligrams, consumer price on 100 tablets is $130.27. The cost of
the active ingredients is 60 cents. So the percent mark-up on Celebrex is about 21,712
percent.

So I think what this prescription card is attempting to do is some of the price
gouging that does go on and helps to alleviate that as well as again to provide some
prescription drugs for people that cannot afford it or who would like an option to have
more affordable prescription drug coverage. And with that, Mr. Chairman, I move for
approval.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I'll second that.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: There’s a motion and a second. Any more
discussion? Commissioner Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman, it doesn’t mention in our
packet but I read an article in the paper over the weekend about this and I understand, and
correct me if I'm wrong from the article, that $3.50 of every prescription goes to I assume
this organization, either to NACo or to this entity that we would sign a contract with, Is
that correct?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I am not aware of that. T don’t know.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: That’s the first time I’ve heard it.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: That’s the first time I hear of it. I didn’t
read the article.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I think it was in the New Mexican. We
have a reporter from the New Mexican but I don’t think the article was by that reporter. So
assuming that that’s the case, I just wondered where that $3.50 goes and what it goes for. 1
guess someone has to print the cards and so forth. So that was one question I had. And the
other is, is this done through participating pharmacies? In other words, do some
pharmacies participate and some don’t? Is that their option to do that?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan,
there’s a number of pharmaceutical companies that do participate. The major ones around
here would be Walgreen’s that participates and then there’s some independent pharmacies
that also participate as well.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. Like in the County health program,
the refunded Presbyterian, the pharmaceutical providers express scripts. Do you know if
they participate?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I'm not sure.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I think Jack is saying no over there. So it
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wouldn’t be of any assistance to County employees because they have to go through
express scripts. But I'm not saying there aren’t plenty of other people out there that
couldn’t benefit from lower drug prices. And you indicated that we have worked out the
concerns, I guess there were some legal concerns over the agreement. There were some
indemnification clauses or something in that agreement and they’ve agreed to eliminate
those.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Yes, that’s my understanding in terms of
-Jack, do you want to - Jack Hiatt, our attorney. He’s the one that’s been working with
them,

JACK HIATT (Deputy County Attorney): Mr. Chairman, Commissioner, I
appreciate that question. There are still some issues and some things that have come up
recently which are interesting. One of the things that I thought was most interesting, in
talking to the reporter that did the story over the weekend was she had asked how we were
going to distribute these and I said, well, it remains to be seen. I gave her a couple of
options and she suggested something that other counties had done and that was to negotiate
with the companies, that they pay for the distribution. And then I thought, well, as a clever
attorney, that’s a pretty good idea. We ought to do that.

So there are still some details that we’re going to work out. I want to confront the
company about the exclusivity contract, that portion of the contract. So I have a couple
more details and with your permission, if you pass this resolution, then I’ll continue that
negotiation and try to bring you a contract that’s acceptable very soon.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Thank you. That’s all I had, Mr.
Chairman. :
CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Any other questions?

The motion to approve Resolution 2005-112 passed by unanimous [5-0] voice
vote.

STEVE ROSS (County Attorney): Mr. Chairman, normally, this type of
contract would not come back to you for your review. It would normally be executed by
the County Manager because of the fact that there’s no dollar amount on the contract. So if
you want it to come back, you probably need to let us know right now. Otherwise Mr.
Gonzalez will sign it when we’ve worked out the last of many details. The contract will be
with the provider, PTS, something like that. Care Market,

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to see it come
back.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: You’d like to see it come back?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I'm okay with the Manager signing.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: So am I.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Unless it has a fiscal impact I think the Manager
should sign it and I’m hearing that it doesn’t,



Santa Fe County

Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of August 30, 2005
Page 10

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay, the Manager, you take care of it. Thank you,
Gerald, Steve.

IX. B. Geohydrological Report Update (Commissioner Montoya)

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Dr. Wust, Id
like to just get an update on where we are from a month ago. A couple of sentences.

STEVE WUST (Water Resource Director): Mr. Chairman, Commissioner
Montoya, basically, where we're at is they’re building the model at the moment. What you
got in the update a month ago from Intera, Cindy Ardito, was that they have reached that
point where they have done all the data collection and analysis and so they were able to
have a base in order to build the model. And what the two contractors have been doing
since then is having weekly technical conference calls to make sure they’re working in
unison. I’ve been participating in most of those, listening in most of the time and then
throwing in a little managerial direction when needed.

The clarification, what took place over the last month was basically allocating the
tasks and the work time in terms of building the model between the two companies.
They’ve ironed all that out and so now they’re basically in the process of building the guts
of the thing. And that’s where it stands right at the moment. So essentially, that’s going to
happen over the next few months. And then they’ll run it and they’ll compare it to the data
that they have to see if it’s working properly, calibrating it was they term it. And then
when it all works out then the model will be ready to go.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. Mr. Chairman, Stephen, do you
feel comfortable with the progress that we’re still looking at a November/December
deliverable?

- DR. WUST: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Montoya, I do, and there was a
sticking point not very long ago but I had a conversation with folks at the City and they’re
very supportive of this process working also, so they work from their end to make sure the
sticking points got cleared up and they’re not going to happen again. So it’s proceeding
apace.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you, Steve,

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you. Any questions?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr, Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Dr. Wust, just a question, In the last few
months as you’ve been working on this study, have any important things come up? Any
important information? Any data that’s different from what you expected?

DR. WUST: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Campos, there’s no modeling
information because it hasn’t been done yet. The data collection demonstrated mostly what
I expected. I could tell you it wasn’t necessarily what everyone in the collaborative process
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expected but we all come at it with different backgrounds and experiences. One example,
to be specific towards your question, there was a difference of opinion about how much
recharge takes place through just what we call aerial rainfall. I’ve been to actually a couple
of weeklong seminars on the subject of groundwater and surface water interaction and my
opinion was it’s very little. That actually turns out to be more or less the case. So that was
one of the sticking points of that disagreement and we’re proceeding along now with very
little recharge being added to the model from aerial rainfall. So that’s a specific of new
information that actually helped the collaborative process. It was something that I expected
but it was something that we had to iron out because we had a difference on.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I would think that would have a big impact
on our thinking of wells and domestic wells and things like that, if the recharge is minimal.

DR. WUST: Commissioner Campos, it’s not the recharge is minimal, it’s
just the recharge due to rain falling on the ground is minimal. The primary amount of
recharge takes place from snowmelt and runoff at the mountain front and in the arroyo
channels. That can be a very significant source.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: That’s another source of recharge.

DR. WUST: That’s the two major sources of recharge.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Rainfall.

DR. WUST: Just rainfall on the ground, just the regular ground is very,
very little. Most of it gets taken up by the plants.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you. Thanks, Steve. Thanks, Commissioner
Montoya for bringing that forward.

IX. C. Discussion on a Possible County Ordinance Restricting Heavy Truck
Traffic on Agua Fria Road (Commissioner Vigil)

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just briefly, this
request has come from the subcommittee, the road advisory subcommittee of the Agua Fria
Planning Committee. As you can tell by our packets, back in 1992 the City enacted an
ordinance prohibiting heavy truck traffic from Guadalupe to Siler and to a similar distance
on the Alameda side. And the basis for this is these roads were never designed to handle
heavy road traffic, heavy truck traffic, actually, and I don’t have the history of this but my
understanding with this is that the County never really got on board with extending this
ordinance to the Agua Fria Village and the western part of Alameda.

My intent to bring it forth today is just to have perhaps staff look into the
possibility of enacting a similar ordinance in the county. Most of what those streets are
experiencing now, because there is, as you all know, those of you who have been serving
on the RPA and have experience with it, there are no connector roads between 599 and
Cerrilios and Airport Road so that the heavy traffic that gets inundated in both Alameda
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and Agua Fria have to travel quite some distance but only through the county. They cannot
come in through the city. They’re prohibited against that.

So I’m not sure what the timeline would be with regards to the connector roads, the
Southwest Meadow Road or the Siler Road extension. I think that would create some relief
with regard to this. I know that it is heavily trafficked by heavy trucks and that’s part of
the problem we’re having with the erosion problem on San Isidro Crossing. That road was
not designed to handle the heavy trucks that are actually going there. So my intent here,
Mr. Chairman, is just to have staff look into the problem, look into the feasibility of
enacting a similar ordinance to what the City has done and try to provide a support system
for the residents of Agua Fria and Western Alameda who have had to deal with the heavy
road truck traffic there, :

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Commissioner Vigil. Any comments?
Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Commissioner Vigil, are you suggesting that
they start drafting an ordinance or that they do a study to present to us to see what
ordinance needs to be adopted?

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: I actually would prefer that they give us some
data before we go into an ordinance. I'm hearing the data from the people who actually
have to experience that and so I think that once we do a little bit of research into this we’ll
be able to better justify a future ordinance on this.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I agree.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Any other comments? I think that one thing that we
need to look at is the number of businesses in that area that have heavy trucks that use that
road and I think it would be a big burden on them if we have to allow them to not go
through that road. So I'd like to see how many businesses. I know there’s a lot. Thank
you, Commissioner Vigil, for bringing that up.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Mr. Chairman, just to address your concerns.
The City ordinance does exempt those businesses who have to travel there. I think that’s a
reasonable way to look at this. But I think it’s the bypass and thoroughfare trucks that
we’re concerned about. And James has his hand up. I don’t know if he wants to address
this issue.

JAMES LUJAN (Public Works Director): Mr. Chairman, members of the
Commission, I think what you’re looking for is it’s being used as a thoroughfare by trucks
crossing from the cement plants and stuff and that’s what we would take a look at. But
local businesses would still be able to continue using the roadway. Also, I know the City’s
ordinance had something in the effect of heavy equipment crossing because that’s where a
lot of the construction companies were down on that part of Agua Fria and they would use
that to come into town. So we’ll take a look at all that and we’ll try to do a traffic impact
analysis on the whole road there. We do have some data from Agua Fria Phase 3 when we
got that design, so we’ll look into all that. But I think you’re more concerned about using
it as a thoroughfare for truck traffic.
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COMMISSIONER VIGIL: That’s correct.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, James. Commissioner Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I'd just add to that, we probably should
study whether legally we can restrict classes of traffic. That is a truck driving through an
area from A to B as opposed to one who lives there or whose business there, as opposed to
classifying the road on a weight basis. If we have a weight restriction on a road, then that
applies to all trucks and we’re saying that that road was not designed to carry that load. But
I wonder, just out load whether we have an issue, a fairness issue, a discriminatory issue
where we say your truck can’t go through there. It’s okay for my truck to go through, and
we’re the same weight.

So what is damaging the area? Is it my truck, because I live there or is it your truck
because you drive through? I think we need to look into that issue too. If we need a weight
restriction, I think those are common throughout the country. But aside from restrictions
such as dead-end residential areas or something like that, I think that’s just an aspect of it
that we need to look into as well.

MR. LUJAN: Correct. It’s basically looking to see if we can use it as a haul
road in some instances.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: That’s an enforcement issue because if you
have a Sheriff’s deputy out there and he sees a truck driving down the road, is he supposed
to know that that truck is headquartered there or is delivering to that business, or is a
through truck going through from A to B and it seems to me that we need to look at that
carefully. That might be fairly hard to enforce.

MR. LUJAN: Correct. It’s similar to what we got adopted for Caja del Rio,
between Las Campanas there. We’ll look at that language also.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, James. Thank you, Commissioner.
Thank you, Commissioner Vigil for bringing that forward,

IX. D. Discussion on New Mexico First State Wide Town Hall Forums Joint
City County Resolution (Commissioner Vigil)

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Actually, Mr. Chairman, I’d hoped I'd be able
to take action on this and if it wasn’t advertised as such and we need to do it next time, I'd
like that to be done. This joint resolution has come before the City. They’ve enacted it and
I’m sponsoring it through the County. Most of you know what New Mexico First is. It’s a
task force that was created by Governor Richardson to provide policy recommendations to
the state and I have met with them with the Chamber of Commerce, with SFEDI. The
most current project that they’re working on is to really gather the youth throughout Santa
Fe County to provide curriculum training on facilitation and mediation. They are looking
to the business community to provide scholarships for this training and basically what this
ordinance does is support that initiative and does not require any financing from the
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County.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Any questions?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, so Commissioner Vigil,
this potential $3,000, that’s no fiscal impact?

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: They want to get that many students for the
project, but they’re going to look into the business community. As you can tell the
resolution looks to create a support for that.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Any other questions?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: The resolution does say that the County and
City will provide the scholarships.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: That’s what I thought I read. By providing
six $500 scholarships.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: No, it will facilitate participation and ensure
local representation and the annual New Mexico First Town Hall forums by providing six
$500 scholarships financed through business sponsorship to individuals so that costs of
participation are removed as a barrier, So they’re planning to finance this through business
donations.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: So this group is out there raising the money
and will provide the $3000 and we’ll have zero budget.

' COMMISSIONER VIGIL: That’s exactly what I -

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: That’s not the way it reads though. It’s not
clear.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: I'm happy to clarify it any further. I guess the
first question I would have is can we take action on it Steve, or do we need to renotice it
for action?

MR. ROSS: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Vigil, it does say discussion but
it also talks about a resolution, so the caption is kind of contradictory. I guess it wouldn’t
bother me too much if you went ahead and did it.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Steve, Commissioner Vigil, what I’d like to see, if
it’s okay with the Board is that it go back and we get that clarified up, what Commissioner
Campos has concerns with, and then come back with the proper notification. Is that okay?

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: That’s fine. And whatever language would
further clarify that. I have no problem with the language as it states. It specifically says
financed through business scholarships.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Does that mean that we have the burden of
getting the money or the New Mexico First of getting the money?

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: New Mexico First.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: See, that’s not clear.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay, the battle of the attorneys. Let’s clear that up
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and let’s give it to our attorney over there so he can clear it up and we’ll move forward.
COMMISSIONER VIGIL: That sounds good. We can - I would like to
move that with that clarification we adopt this resolution today and that they language just
clarify that the business community will be providing the scholarships for the students.
CHAIRMAN ANAYA: There’s a motion. Is there a second?
COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Second.
CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Motion and a second? Any more discussion? So we
are not doing what I said.

The motion to approve the joint resolution on New Mexico First failed by
majority [2-3] voice vote with Commissioners Vigil and Campos voting in favor.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay, give me another motion.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Move to table.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Motion to table. Is there a second? Second. Any
more discussion?

The motion to table passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: That’s to the next administrative meeting?

IX. E. Resolution 2005-__. A Resolution Setting Priorities for Water Allocation
of the 375 Acre Feet of Temporary Wholesale Water Delivery Identified
in Part 2 of the Water Resources Agreement Between the City of Santa
Fe and Santa Fe County Dated January 11, 2005 (Commissioner
Sullivan)

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This item, you
have a copy in front of you and it was also in the packet last month for your review. We didn’t
take any action or discussion on it last month. And basically, what we’re focusing on here is as
you know, the agreement between the City of Santa Fe and the County of Santa Fe was that the
City would temporarily provide the County with an additional 375 acre-feet of water rights until
the Buckman Direct Diversion comes on line, which is estimated to be in 2008. It could be a
little later. That would give the persons who are developing properties the time to acquire the
water rights they need and to transfer those water rights to the Buckman Direct Diversion to
serve their developments.

At the time the Buckman Direct Diversion goes on line, that 375 acre-feet of temporary
water rights, which is identified in that part of the agreement that’s specified here, part 2, goes
away. So what we as the Commission are faced with is how do we allocate and what priority
should be give to applicants that come forward who would like to temporarily use that 375 acre-
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feet until the direct diversion comes on line and they get their water rights in place. We have
discussed for a great deal of time about certainly priorities should be for developments that have
affordable housing as a component in their proposal. And in fact the Commission has already
allocated as a result of that general policy, about 100 of those 375 acre-feet already in approvals
and water service agreements it has done with Rancho Viejo, for future phases of Rancho
Viejo.

So we’ve already taken that step, but it seems that at this point we really need to
memorialize that as we look at additional developments that come forward. There’s a small
development in my district that’s currently looking at the same options. The Commission has
approved a six-unit development located off of Dinosaur Trail and that development, because of
where it’s located, could either be a well development or it could tie into the Santa Fe County
water system, because the water system goes right next to it. That applicant has said that if they
had to provide one affordable housing unit they would do it and then they would tie into the
County water system if there was a policy that allowed them to do that. At present, we’re kind
of in 1imbo on that. But it certainly makes sense to tie a development like that into the County
water system when it’s right adjacent to the property line than it does to have the development
drill additional wells in the area that have negative effects on the aquifer.

So there’s an immediate issue that would help move that particular project forward and
get it on the County water system as opposed to wells if we’re able to do this and I think again,
it’s memorialized in some policy that the Commission has felt is important policy for some
time. So if there are any questions on that I'd be glad to try to respond to them.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: I have a quick question. Commissioner Sullivan,
when you say the 375 goes away through the agreement we have, I’d like Stephen Waust to
address that if he might. I don’t have a clear understanding that that actually has a termination.

DR. WUST: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Vigil, it’s often equated with the
375 acre-feet as San Juan/Chama allocation that we have for the Buckman project. However,
Commissioner Sullivan is correct. It’s not the same. So with the water agreement that was done
between the City and the County, the City agreed to give us two sets of water before the
Buckman project comes on line. One is 500 acre-feet from their system; we don’t care how
they get it, and that’s in perpetuity. That will continue even past the Buckman project. So we’ll
always have that. We buy it from them. They wholesale it.

~ The other is basically a tiding us over before the Buckman project comes on line, that
the City provides to us an additional 375 acre-feet, but we also buy from them when we need it.
But that sale, that allocation of 375 acre-feet from the City that they sell to us, that does go
away. The City will no longer provide that amount of water. And then our system at that point
will get water from two places, the 500 acre-feet in perpetuity from the City, and our capacity
at the Buckman project, which is 1700 acre-feet at full capacity and inside of that is 375 acre-
feet of San Juan/Chama water but it’s not the same. The City if providing 375 acre-feet of
water so we can continue to improve our system and allow development to take place and hook
onto the County system, but it doesn’t roll over into the Buckman water or anything like that. It
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goes away because it’s a City sale to us.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: And Mr. Chairman, Steve, what are the conditions
under which it terminates? Is there a termination date?

DR. WUST: There is. It’s in the language of the water agreement and I don’t
remember exactly. It’s probably not in front of anybody right now so I'm not sure what exactly
it is, but basically, my understanding is that when the Buckman project comes on line is when
that terminates.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Okay.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Any other questions?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: So the 375 acre-feet, how much of that are we
using now? _

DR. WUST: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Montoya, Commissioner Sullivan
was correct, some has been allocated. However, there’s not a direct answer and I'11 explain
why. Because the 500 acre-feet that we get from the City, the original, in perpetuity, we don’t
use all of that. So we’ve allocated all of that. We’ve committed all of it, but not all of it’s being
used. We’re only using probably a little less than 400 acre-feet that we’re supplying through our
utility at the moment. So out of that 875 acre-feet, we’re not even using the original 500.
However, it’s all been committed.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: All of the 500 has been committed.

DR. WUST: Committed.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: The 375 has not.

DR. WUST: Is not. And we’re not signing any new water service agreements to
commit any of that portion because as the Commission directed us we’re working on a policy
on how to commit that water, how to prioritize.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: So then once that 375 is committed, and then
we have the 1700, so the 375 will come out of that 1700 that we’ve got, once the 375 goes
away from the City?

DR. WUST: Commissioner Montoya, that is correct. We’ll have to, since it’s
committed and people are going to use it we’re going to have to supply it. So that we will have
to, part of that 1700 from the Buckman project will already be committed in essence.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: And what’s happening right now with that
17007 Are we looking at another ordinance as to how we’re going to commit that or is that
going to fall under this ordinance?

DR. WUST: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Montoya, we’re looking at it in two
ways. One is that since we’re not able to supply that water we can’t commit it at all. That
project hasn’t been built. The 375 will come from the City system, It’s real water that we can
actually commit. The 500, the same thing. But we cannot commit any of the 1700 because that
project’s not here and we don’t know exactly what year it will be in and we can’t start
allocating it. But the way we’re looking at it, the policy that we were directed in terms of water
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allocation, I think very easily we could either use that, the 375 policy, we can either use that
policy or expand it or modify it as needed. And as a general policy, how we’re going to
allocate water through the County utility. I think that will be a good basis for us as a general
water allocation policy.

COMMISSIONER MONTOQYA: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Now I'm a little more confused. If we commit this
375 it actually will roll over to the 1700.

DR. WUST: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Vigil, it doesn’t roll over as an
amount of water that comes out some place. It rolls over as a commitment we have and we
have to supply that water. Now, we could supply that water for example, in dry years, we’re
going to have this well-drilling program. Technically, it may come out of the well. There’s a
City water drought allocation policy that we worked up in the water agreement, so the water
will have to be delivered once we commit it and it’s getting used. But the difference is we can’t
Just say that 375 that we’re getting from the City equals something. It goes away in terms of
what the City is giving us. It doesn’t go away in terms of water that we must deliver to people
once we’ve committed it. ’

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Okay. Now, what is your position on this policy?
This resolution? Have you had a chance to opine on it?

DR. WUST: I have not read it. I do know — I’ve been both on the water team,
the internal water team, and the internal housing team. Both have recognized that water on the
County utility system can be an excellent incentive for affordable housing. It also is very viable
to say that if you want to hook up to the utility system you should be following the policies and
requirements of the County and I look at a broader thing. I have to look at a broader thing
being on the utility that there’s more to a water allocation policy than simply affordable
housing. So this is certainly a policy that we can implement if the Commission puts it in. We
do know part of the allocation will have to go in things, not the things besides affordable
housing, but we have to look at other things.

In fact, for example, who do we do first. What if everybody says they’re going to build
affordable housing? How do we prioritize that list? If there’s a huge development that wants all
of the water and is going to do affordable housing or a whole bunch of small developments that
are going to do affordable housing, how do we prioritize those? So there are other things I'm
looking at besides that. But certainly the affordable housing part we can implement if the
Commission puts it into place.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Vigil,

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: What this provides for me in general as a policy is
an incentive for affordable housing to occur out there. However, the problem I have with it at
this point in time is we really haven’t defined what is affordable housing which is really another
way of saying what your challenge is. Where do we apply it? What is affordable housing? And
I know the Affordable Housing Task Force is working on that. It’s a complicated issue. I'd like
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to be able to provide some incentive but I'm not sure that this incentive itself is actually general
enough to do that. And I'd like Commissioner Sullivan to respond to that.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think as Mr.
Waust indicates this is the first step. We have a good handle on affordable housing. We have it
defined of course in the Community College District Ordinance. We have recommendations
coming forward from the task force. This doesn’t limit the use of the 375 acre-feet to projects
with affordable housing. It simply says that they’re receive priority. So if there’s another
project that comes forward that the Commission feels is worthy of receiving a portion of this
375 acre-feet, we’re certainly able to do that. But I think it gives some guidance to the staff
where we have these situations like I’ve just described where we could get a project onto the
County water system if there was some guidance that said that yes, affordable housing creates a
priority and then it’s brought forward for the Commission to consider.

I think that it’s a good thing for us to memorialize this now and then I think we'll of
course refine it as we get into the Affordable Housing Ordinance and we’ll go forward from
there. Does that answer your question, Commissioner?

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: I think so, at least at this point in time. I'm
concerned about the County committing itself at a level that we’re not capable of doing at this
point in time with our affordable housing initiatives. By the same token, I can appreciate the
incentive this would provide to bring affordable housing to the forefront of development.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Right. And that of course, there’s no
commitment to how much and whether we would do it at all. In other words, it says any
development that includes affordable housing - and again, we don’t define that at this point in
time. You’re correct. So the Commission could review that however it felt appropriate. It
doesn’t say the affordable housing has to be on the property. It doesn’t say that it has to be off
the property. It again leaves that issue open. Shall receive priority for allocation of any
unallocated portion of the 375 acre-feet. So it doesn’t say that we would give that development
all of the water either. It’s deliberately vague there, simply to indicate that if we have two
similar developments, A and B, and one has affordable housing and the other doesn’t, then
we’re going to consider providing some portion of that 375 acre-feet as a priority to the one that
does have affordable housing.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Commissioner. Commissioner Montoya or
Commissioner Campos?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I'll defer to Commissioner Montoya.

_ COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, Steve, have you reviewed
this?
MR. ROSS: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Montoya, yes, I did.
COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Could you just give me maybe your summary
of it? )

MR. ROSS: Well, in order to evaluate what a resolution says you look at not
the whereases but the three numbered paragraphs in this case on the second page. The first
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sentence, the first numbered paragraph tracks with our existing utility policies that have a sort
of priority scheme that’s used to award water service agreements. What the first numbered
paragraph does is it says that they’ll receive priority in that process. I think the remaining
portion of the resolution, the findings in the resolution were correctly summarized by
Commissioner Sullivan. It really just says that when we’re awarding water service agreements
that one of the most important factors we will rely on is whether the particular development
provides affordable housing. Which is not defined in here and if you started gefting into that
level of detail on a resolution like this you’d end up with an ordinance like you’re going to see
later today on affordable housing. So it’s a vague kind of general statement of policy and
principle concerning this process.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, and maybe this question is for
Steve Wust. Are there any prior resolutions that are inconsistent with this one that are going to
be rescinded?

DR. WUST: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Montoya -

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Or Commissioner Sullivan, maybe? Are there
any prior resolutions in the utility department’s policies that are inconsistent with this one that
will be rescinded? '

‘ COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I am not aware of any, Commissioner. As
Mr. Ross said, we have a very old prioritization action that was done quite some time ago and I
think it was a resolution about - it was brought about, my understanding is before my time,
when the Commission made the agreement with the City to provide the 500 acre-feet, as to who
would get the 500 acre-feet. And so affordable housing is a part of that prioritization. There are
other things in there. We want to be sure, in this paragraph 2, is to be sure that the staff goes
through and checks those to be sure as you indicated that there aren’t any conflicts in the
policies that we may have floating around that we might not have seen for some time.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, do you think that could be
done before we take action on this? In principle I agree with what you’re proposing here. Is that
something that’s realistic? - ‘

MR. GONZALEZ: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Montoya, the one thing I am
aware of that maybe needs to be reconciled at least. I know that the Commission did give some
priority to a certain number of acre-feet to be used out at the economic development park. So
we may have some economic development issues out there that we need to make sure that we
don’t run afoul of. But that could probably be some wordsmithing.

MR. ROSS: Mr. Chairman, our utility policies have historically all been
enacted by resolution. So as a part of the process for revamping the utility department policies
pursuant to your direction at the last meeting, we’ll be looking at all those and make sure we
identify any policies that might be inconsistent and address the inconsistencies. This was,
paragraph 3 of this resolution was just intended to address something in the history we might
not have known about. For example, historically, it hasn’t been the practice except for the one
resolution that Commissioner Sullivan is aware of, it hasn’t been the practice of the utilities
department to prioritize affordable housing necessarily because it hasn’t been as much of an
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issue in the past as it is now.

So this paragraph 3 was just an attempt to make that we weren’t drafting some sort of a
conflict that couldn’t be resolved into our resolution. But we will be reviewing all of them,
making sure that we understand what’s out there and repealing those that may need to be
repealed or rescinded in connection with the adoption of the new utility policy which we intend
to be a global document that will pull together all these elements that have been separate all
these years.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I think the resolution sets our policy. I think
that’s always been our policy, that we support affordable housing. We’ve all said it and water is
a critical element. This is simply a general statement of what we want to do and what we want
to keep in mind when deciding what we’re going to do with the 375 minus the 100+ that have
already been allocated to some Rancho Viejo projects. It’s not a lot of water. 08 might become
010 or 012, so we’ve got to be real careful.

The other issue that is important to me here is that when we did the Regional Planning
Authority we had thought that we would get water and use it in growth areas, and that makes a
lot of sense. And that would encourage affordable housing within growth areas and we would
have a lever to use. Unfortunately, the RPA in the last six or eight months has done nothing.
It’s a pretty dead institution. We need to get on with drawing an ordinance, districts and
considering an annexation plan and nothing’s being done. So I favor the ordinance. But I want
to put it in context of the RPA that is really not doing much right now.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I'd just move for approval. It’s a resolution,
not an ordinance, of course, and -

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Hold on one sec. Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Well, I'm hoping to address Commissioner
Campos’ concerns that now we have a new chair of the RPA and that all of the issues that
should have been done within the last six to seven months will be done. So the baton has been
handed over to Commissioner Harry Montoya and I think under his leadership that the next
steps that need to be taken will be and before we move onto a vote or even consider a motion,
Diane Quarles is in the audience and I know she’s been working on the affordable housing. I
don’t know if you’ve had an opportunity, Diane, to review this resolution but your expertise is
highly relied on so I certainly would like any comments that you might have on this.

DIANE QUARLES (Policy Analyst): Thank you, Commissioner Vigil. I will
say that I have not read the ordinance. I've just been looking through the discussion. Obviously,
if we get to the affordable housing ordinance as a preliminary draft you will see some of the
questions that you’re asking - definitions of affordable housing, it addresses water allocation,
and again, it’s an ordinance so it will turn all this into theoretical law. So I haven’t read it; I
can’t really respond to it but some of the questions that you’re addressing right now you’ll see
again later on this afternoon.
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COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thanks.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay, I think some of the Commissioners don’t have a
clear understanding of the 375. I know Commissioner Vigil brought that out. I think Steve
Waust, our director of the Water Resource Division in Santa Fe County, I think it’s important
that he reads this document before this Commission approves it. I think it’s important that
Diane Quarles, along with the Affordable Housing Task Force read this, because it is including
the affordable housing in it. The comments that Gerald Gonzales made about our economic
development park are very important and the growth areas that Commissioner Campos brought
up. So I think that this document is leaving out a lot of very important things. I know it’s a
start, but I think that our staff should look at these things before they come forward and I don’t
know. This was placed on my desk right now and I haven’t had an opportunity to - I've just
gone through it. But I think we need to really look at it closely and our staff needs to look at it
closely. So I’ll entertain a motion.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr, Chairman, I appreciate that and again, I
think it’s fairly clear. And I think we need to memorialize, at least temporarily until we go into
a full-blown ordinance on affordable housing where we’re going because that may be a number
of months before we complete any affordable housing initiative. So that’s what.this is doing. So
I would move for approval and would ask the Commission to look at it, not as a complete
document but as I said before, a first step.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: There’s a motion. Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I'll second that with one comment.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Motion and a second. Discussion.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I think this is a small step in the right direction.
It simply declares policy. It’s pretty simple. It says very basically that any development that
includes affordable housing shall receive priority. That's what our position has always been and
I think that’s a fairly simple statement, I think that’s all this does. It’s probably an interim step
before the adoption of the ordinance itself.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Any more discussion?

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Mr., Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: If Commissioner Sullivan would entertain an
amendment to his motion to also include economic development as part of the allocation of this,
projects that involve that, particularly ours, I would consider voting in favor of this, because I
think the County Manager pointed out a significant point that while we do want to move
forward on our policy with affordable housing, I’'m concerned about whether or not that would
exclude economic development. And I wouldn’t want this policy or this resolution to do that for
us. Would the maker of the motion include economic development?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Sullivan.



Santa Fe County

Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of August 30, 2005
Page 23

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I think that that’s no problem. I think in terms
of we’re talking about the County’s business development park. I would just be careful about
exactly what the definition of economic development is. We may have applicants come forward
and say, well, because my housing project creates some jobs to build these houses it’s economic
development and therefore qualifies. I think we all understand what we’re trying to achieve in
affordable housing but we don’t want to preclude anything that moves our economic
development business park ahead. So perhaps we could say the Santa Fe County Business Park.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Would you second?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: T just want to ask, don’t we already have 25
acre-feet allocated for the business park at this point in time? There’s an allocation that already
has been made, hasn’t it?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN Yes, we do.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: We already have water allocated to the business
park is my impression,

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Out of that 375?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: No, this is out of the 500.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Out of the 500.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: It’s out of the first 500. So that’s one of the
reasons we haven’t even gotten up to the 500 is that we’re holding that 25 back and we have
another allocation for the Public Works building that’s a part of that 500. So I’'m not too
worried about being able to supply the water needed for the economic development park but I
want to also take care of any concerns that Commissioner Vigil has about the language.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Is there an answer to my question?

MR. ABEYTA: Mr. Chairman, there is 25 acre-feet that was reserved as part of
the original 500 acre-feet for the economic development park.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Campos would you second his
amendment to his motion?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Do you thmk it’s necessary, Commissioner,
knowing that there’s already 25 acre-feet committed?

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Yes, I do, and I think it’s necessary also as
Commissioner Anaya said, that we have staff actually be able to review this and give us some
significant input. I too just saw this this morning. While in theory I support it, I’'m not sure it’s
gone through the appropriate review processes within the County. So I would more favor -
and I want to keep this on the radar screen. I would more favor that it go through the
appropriate process, that we look at answering the questions. I don’t know what the prior
allocation of 25 acre-feet through the 500 is actually going to mean for us, of if in fact we’re
going to be starting to catapult that economic development park, or in fact another economic
development project will come before the County. So I'd like that analysis with that. So I'm
more in favor of keeping this definitely on a high priority radar screen, but having it be
reviewed by our staff, by all those that are impacted by it and tabling it until our next
administrative meeting,
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CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Before you make a motion for tabling —

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: I’'m not going to make it. I would be in favor. I'm
not making the motion.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Chairman, if Commissioner Vigil is having
some concerns, perhaps we should just move this down the agenda until we discuss the broader
issue of affordable housing. At that point it may make more sense if we discuss it this afternoon
in that context. Because I see this simply as a policy statement and something that’s interim,
and T think it’s something that’s do-able now. Maybe if we just move it down when we talk
about affordable housing later in the meeting.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, I've already expressed my
reservation right now in terms of moving forward with it. In terms of the policies that may be
inconsistent with it. I’d like to see if there are any. That’s the concern that I have but again, I
think in principle I certainly am in support that we should put and try to allocate as much as we
can in terms of the 375 acre-feet for affordable housing. But I just don’t feel I have enough
information right now to feel comfortable about doing this.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay, so there’s been a motion by Commissioner
Sullivan and a second by Commissioner Campos. .

The motion to approve the water policy resolution failed by majority [2-3] voice
vote with Commissioners Sullivan and Campos voting in favor.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Can I have another motion please? Commissioner
Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Mr, Chairman, I move that we table this resolution,
that we consider it a continued high priority, that it go through the staff review process and that
we have an opportunity to discuss it at greater length at the next administrative meeting.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: There’s bee a motion.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: And a second.

The motion to table the water policy resolution passed by majority {4-1] voice vote
with Commissioner Campos casting the nay vote,

IX. OTHER MATTERS FROM THE COMMISSION

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay, Commissioner Vigil, do you want to go on to
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Matters from the Commission? _

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: I do, Mr. Chairman, and it’s very brief for me. I
just want to present to the Commission this last week, through many efforts of staff and our
Land Use Department, Cabinet Secretary Rick Holmans presented the Commission in Santa Fe
County this plaque which is the Certified New Mexico Economic Development Community
plaque. We are the first community in the year 2005 to receive this. There have been
communities that have received it prior to us in 2004 and 2003. Secretary Holmans -
congratulated Santa Fe County, the incredible staff we have in Land Use, our foot soldier
Robert Griego who’s out there in the audience and did a lot of the work for this. I really
appreciate the initiative that Santa Fe County staff took in connecting with the state with regard
to the Certified Community initiative. We are now a fully certified economic community. We
do receive a little bit of funding to help us push forth some of these economic development
initiatives and I think it’s a wonderful partnership that we’ve entered into with the state and I’m
glad that the Department of Economic Development has undertaken this certified economic
development initiative and I congratulate all those who worked on it. I'm going to save this to
give to our County Manager to place it in a prominent place there.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Commissioner Vigil. That’s very exciting
and we are certified now and I look forward, along with the rest of the Commission and staff,
look forward to bringing economic development into our county. Do you have anything else to
add, Commissioner?

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Nothing else, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'd like to talk about
the RPA. I think we need to put this on a County agenda in the near future. Perhaps as soon as
possible to discuss what we really want to do with the RPA. Right now it’s floundering.
There’s no direction. There’s really no work plan. And we just keep talking, having meetings,
doing nothing. Our attendance is falling. I think some of the focus is being lost and I think we
need to decide where we want to go on this soon. This has been lingering for too long and I
would suggest we put it on our agenda as soon as possible. Does that make sense? I’d like some
comments?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, on that point.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Commissioner Campos, yesterday we had a
meeting. I was going to report on this. I'll try and keep it brief, on the meeting that we had
with Speaker Lujan yesterday with the City Council and three of the Commissioners that were
there. I did, because we talked about a lot of different things, the RPA kept coming up over and
over again. The one thing that I requested of staff and directed Gerald to do was exactly what
you’re talking about. We do need to move forward on the annexation plan. We need to move
forward on the zoning districts because those are the other three components, well, two of the
three components we’ve completed one of the items so far and need to move forward with the
other two. :
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So I’ve asked that that be placed on the agenda in terms of setting time lines and
whether we’re going to do this I would assume probably without staff at this point, other than
City and County staff. In other words, without an executive director, so that we move forward
either with a facilitator or have both our staffs facilitate it but it’s certainly going to be on the
next agenda as I requested yesterday at that meeting.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: What I think we should do at that meeting is
discuss the work plan for the RPA. I'd like staff to really think about this carefully, do a full
analysis and come back. We get a work plan, and then when we get a work plan we can decide
what we need to do and if we need to hire anybody in fact. So I think this is something that we
need at our next meeting to talk about.

MR. ABEYTA: Mr. Chairman, then am I hearing that we want a work plan at
a BCC meeting or at the RPA meeting?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: BCC meeting. I want the BCC to consider
what’s going on at the RPA. That would be my recommendation, Mr. Abeyta. I’m suggesting
that the County staff report to the BCC on a work plan as to what we should do and then we
present it to the RPA at our next meeting and move on.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: You want the staff to tell the RPA members what to
do?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I want them to advise the County Commission
what a good work plan looks like and what they think needs to be done in what order.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Is that okay, guys?

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Mr. Chairman, I would just comment that we
already have a joint powers agreement with the City that identifies the priorities of what the
work plan should be through the Regional Planning Authority. The growth management plan
and the annexation - the growth management plan has been done. The annexation is the next
critical issue unless there is a third one, but I'm not remembering it right now.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: The ordinance districting —

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: The zoning districts.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: And the annexation plan.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: And I’m not sure that’s the priority they were
placed on, but any work plan would just really spill over from those because that joint powers
agreement has already been entered into. And I still am in agreement that that RPA does need
an executive director. Part of the problem that it’s floundered within the last six to seven
months is there’s been no staff support available to move it along, to create the agendas. Most
of the agendas that we’ve had there were with the Metropolitan Transportation Policy Board.
So I think without the appropriate staffing that Regional Planning Authority will continue to
flounder. But we need to identify an executive director.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I disagree, Mr. Chairman. I think we need a
work plan, and the County should take the lead because the RPA is not meeting. They’re
meeting but they’re talking about MPO essentially. That would be my suggestion.

I’m not finished with my Matters from the Commission, but do we want to give
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direction to staff in any particular way?

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Montoya, were you going to go back
into the conversations we had with the Speaker later on?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I think I’ve mentioned what I mentioned
yesterday regarding the agenda for the next RPA, which is separate from what Commissioner
Campos is talking about.

. CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay, so what I’m hearing is two different things.
Commissioner Campos wants staff to report to the BCC on certain item that need to be
addressed at the RPA. And then I’'m hearing from Commissioner Vigil that we need to hire a
director to direct RPA instead of having both staffs, City and County work on it. Is that what
I’m hearing?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I think that’s what -

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: And does this Board need to make a decision on which
way we want to go? -

MR. ABEYTA: Mr. Chairman, staff could certainly provide information and a
recommendation to the BCC which would probably include the hiring of a director but we don’t
have a problem taking a look at the RPA plan and what the County’s interest should be in
continuing with the RPA. We could report to the BCC on that.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: So it sounds like we’re going to take care of both of
those. You’re going to report to the BCC and let us know what the RPA issues are and you’re
in the meantime going to look for a director.

MR. ABEYTA: Well, the RPA is looking for a director.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Is that okay? Okay, Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: One last thing. I guess Valerie Espinoza is not
here but she thought I had said that I had heard nothing except bad things about the Clerk’s
office. I said I had heard nothing but good things about the Clerk’s office, so I wanted to
correct that with Valerie. '

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: She got so mad she left.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I didn’t say that.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: No. And I will testify to that. I heard Commissioner
Campos say he’s heard nothing but good.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Yes, that’s what I said. But Valerie had said that
I said the opposite, so I just wanted to set the record straight.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Well, I hear nothing bad. Is that it, Commissioner
Campos?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: That’s it, Mr. Chairman,

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Montoya.

_ COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, I just wanted briefly an update
on the Paramount building site, on the building.

MR. ROSS: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Montoya, we’re in the extended due
diligence period and we are as a part of that conducting some environmental investigations of
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the site as well as addressing some title issues.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. So it’s still going through that process.
Okay. And then is there a time element on that or limitation?

MR. ROSS: The due diligence period expires fairly soon so we’re trying to
bring all these loose ends together and tie them up so we can advise you concerning the next

steps. :

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. Thank you. And then Just a couple
other updates. The Pojoaque Valley Planning Committee is just about completed with their
work thanks to Jack Kolkmeyer and Rene Viarreal who have put in a lot of time with that and
we’re probably going to hopefully be seeing the Pojoaque Valley Planning Community Plan
coming before us within the next couple of months.

And then the Bureau of Reclamation is having, I believe their negotiations tomorrow
afternoon at the Genoveva Chavez Center and that will be to go over the San Juan/Chama
Diversion project. Did anyone else receive that notice or is planning on being there?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: No, I haven’t.

MR. ROSS: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Montoya, staff will be there in
force.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. And then just to reiterate, we did meet
yesterday with Speaker Lujan and I did, after hearing some discussion between the City Council
and Commissioner Sullivan and myself, I think the avenue that the RPA does need to take and
at the suggestion of the Speaker and his staff is that the annexation piece is the next piece that
we need to move forward on. I did direct staff that for the next agenda that we do set up that as
a major discussion point so that we begin to set time lines because the one thing that we want to
try and do as much as possible is to have something at least a little more detailed than what’s
there now in terms of any proposed legislation that may be coming up for the upcoming
legislative session. So at least we’ll have a time line working up to that particular point.

Then the last thing, Mr. Chairman, I just want to talk a little bit - we talked a lot about
affordable housing and I think that’s something that communities across the country are facing
in terms of struggling with providing affordability and housing in their communities. As we
know, Santa Fe is certainly no exception we have been at the forefront of some of the
development, adoption and implementation of affordable housing here in Santa Fe County and
using it through a two-pronged approach. One which has been zoning for higher densities
around the County’s transportation and utility resources, such as the Santa Fe Community
College District. The other has been around inclusionary zoning, which has flexibility in
allowing developers to matching houses and families.

But I think that there’s still need for a greater breadth of programs to serve workers of
this community, and those are the onés that are not being served, either because they are above
the level of median income or because there’s insufficient affordable housing. So the idea that
needs to be implemented, I think that I'd like to see is to serve the community of workers
which the concept of workforce housing. So workforce housing is the idea that I'm proposing
now that allows the County to target a particular class of workers — teachers, public safety
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personnel, which would include firefighters, sheriffs, government employees, and this can be
done in conjunction with public/private partnerships between property owners, the County, the
state and non-profit corporations.

And Mr. Chairman, the basic idea here that property owners donate land to the County
for workforce housing and then that the County leases the land on a long-term lease to a non-
profit corporation which undertakes the development of the property for housing at a variety of
levels to include rentals, townhomes and singe-family residentials. The homes are then sold to
the targeted workforce that I described earlier, and then the owners would then have an equity
interest in the property that keeps pace with inflation or some other measure, and the long-term
affordability is maintained. A stream of income comes to the County, and the targeted
workforce has the ability to live in the community in which they work.

So I would like to see that. I believe that now’s the time to do this as an alternative with
what we're doing already with the Affordable Housing Task Force and looking at this as an
alternative means of compliance with our Affordable Housing Ordinance. So I’d like to ask and
direct staff, and I've talked to Roman about this program, that we take a look at what can be
developed and can be brought before the BCC for consideration on workforce housing. That’s
all I had, Mr. Chairman.

MR. GONZALEZ: Mr. Chairman, if I could in that regard, it probably would
be helpful and this may be an initiative that we would want to work through the Association of
Counties with, but we do have constitutional language, amended language that would allow us
to do some of this stuff, but there has to date, as Steve Ross just reminded me, not been any
implementing legislation. So it may be something that we would want to think about taking
through the Association of Counties back to the legislature and get them to actually adopt the
legislation that implements the language that’s already been adopted in the constitution through
amendment.

The other thing is that we have in a limited way, just looking at County employees, had
some discussion of this issue in our housing team. I think it’s an excellent suggestion and we’ll
continue to move forward from that standpoint, looking at the possibility of working in
somehow a housing incentive as part of our compensation package for County employees.
That’s a long-term process. Obviously, we’ve been sort of — I won’t say sidetracked, but
we’ve focused our efforts for the time being on the Affordable Housing Ordinance but once
we’re done with that the housing team will return to this issue. So I appreciate you raising the
attention of everyone to that concern.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Gerald. Commissioner Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We do, in
speaking to workforce housing, we did put some money in the ICIP plan as a request to
hopefully implement something like that. And you left it very general. As I recall it was $1
million in fact. And we weren’t very specific but I think we want to move in that direction. I
would just remind the Commission that regardless of how we do the housing, they need water.
So affordable housing is going to need water. So we need to keep that focus in front of us.

Let me ask, an administrative item - Columbus Day is October 10®. Our regular
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scheduled date is the 11*. Do we want to meet that date? That’s a long weekend there. Some
times that creates conflicts with staff and others who want to take long weekends or time off or
do we want to meet on the 4* or the 18" or do we want to keep it on the 11%? I sent out an e-
mail about this a little while back. A couple of Commissioners commented back that we could
move it if we wanted to. I just wanted to throw that out.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: So we’re off -

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: We’re off on the 10™? I’m just saying do we
want to do the land use meeting on the 4® or the 18™? ‘

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Could we maybe take that up after lunch so I can look
at my schedule?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Sure.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman, I can’t do it on either date. I
have an LFC meeting on the 4®, and then on the 18" we have the RPA.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. We’ll just keep it 11™ then. Staff can
get ready and be there bright and early on the 11%,

Then I wanted to report on a meeting that we had earlier, Jennifer and I with Jim
McLaughlin who is the president of Santa Fe Community College. And we had a good give
and take on a number of issues, growth issues in the southern part of the county. Mr.
McLaughin was very candid and appreciated the opportunity to visit with us on that and the
meeting went for more than an hour and a half. I just wanted to bring up a couple of issues that
he brought up for the staff to consider. One was wastewater. Both the Santa Fe Community
College, as well I believe as Rancho Viejo would like to get out of the wastewater business.
They would like to somehow contribute or participate or help in the planning of a regional
wastewater treatment facility.

Rancho Viejo runs its own wastewater treatment plant. Santa Fe Community College,
right next door to Rancho Viejo, runs its own wastewater treatment plant. Totally separate
plants. Other developments that are coming forward in the Route 14 area, each one of those
developments is proposing their own wastewater treatment plant, each one of them. So it gets to
a point where we say, you know, it might be a good idea to have one regional wastewater
treatment plant in the middle of all those so that they could contribute to it financially and it
would all operate under the auspices of the County.

This is not a new idea; the utilities department has tried this before. We tried to do it
with the state penitentiary, where we operate their wastewater treatment plant now. But the state
was unwilling to make an agreement with us beyond a short term to do that. And so those
discussions weren’t productive. So anyway, Mr. McLaughlin brought it forward again. I think
his concern was a good one. I think we need to be looking at wastewater alternatives in the
southern part of the county. They make a lot of sense. Wastewater treatment plants are very
expensive so I think you could get substantial developer contributions to them and again,
maintain that control that we want.

Another thing he brought up was open space and trails. I guess the Community College
had originally had some concerns about some of the County’s open space and trial locations and
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programs, and I see our director is sitting in the back room so I'll wave to him and mention to
him that whatever those concerns were, and I’'m not familiar with them, Mr. Olafson, that the
Community College is willing to rethink some trail locations that were heretofore disapproved.
So you may know what that means, and you’re shaking your head that you do which is great
because they are coming on board with some of your thinking on those trail location. So if you
would call them up first thing in the morning, they may have some good news for you about
easements to the Community College.

And the last thing that was discussed among many things, not the last thing, was the
rapid rail proposal. As you know we’ve been trying to negotiate with funds that the Community
College received for a movie production facility. And that was to be located at the County
economic business park. So I asked him and we talked about what was the status of that and
basically, a) they need more funds to complete that facility, and it’s over a million dollars and
they only have $200,000-some for that. $250,000 I think. But secondly, it’s on the backburner
for the Community College now because of the current proposal of the alternative for the rapid
rail which goes through our business park or in close proximity to it. So that’s going to have a
negative effect, and that’s why they’re not moving forward, according to Mr. McLaughlin on
the proposal for the training facility is because of that so-called locally preferred alternative
which goes right through our business park. So I throw that out there as a problem that we need
to be talking about with staff as well. So that was a productive meeting and I wanted to bring
that forward to the Commission.

I did want to mention one other thing that we talked about in the meeting, that we had
yesterday with Speaker Lujan. We did have extensive discussions about the annexation and it
was very difficult to pin that down because the City itself is divided I think on how they want to
proceed. Btu we also talked at length about the regional water authority bill and I think the
Speaker in good faith attempted to bring the County and the City together on that. And what I
think we came out of that and it came out as part of a recommendation from Commissioner
Montoya was that the City, that we have an initiative for the City to review that draft that we
put in and tell us, give us feedback as to what they don’t like about the draft. Because there was
one City Councilor said, well, we don’t want the County to take over the City water system.
That was the level of understanding that they had with that bill.

So it became clear to the Speaker and to all of us there that probably the City
Councilors hadn’t ever seen the bill, and their main concern with the bill was that they weren’t
notified ahead of time about it. There didn’t seem to be substantive concerns about the policies
of the bill. So I'd like to suggest and ask the staff to come up with a mechanism whether we
need a committee, Mr. Chairman, of ourselves to negotiate that or whether we start off with the
staff negotiations - however we do it, we get a copy of that bill to the Mayor, ask him to form
a committee to look at it, whatever he wants to do, redline it and tell us what he doesn’t like
about it. That will at least give us a start as to where that regional water authority bill can go.
So that was a positive result of that meeting that we had yesterday.

Finally, I’d like to mention that the Water Trust Board has placed the County on the
short list for full applications for a $2.9 million water line that would connect the County
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system to the Eldorado water system. This was an application that was put in by staff this year
as well as last year. This year we made the short list cut. And we now have to put in a full
application. So I wanted to ask Mr. Wust where we stood on that full application because it’s
due I believe on the 16™ of September.

DR. WUST: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Sullivan, we’re working on that.
One thing that we’ve done, because I've been discussing it with Joseph Gutierrez and PFMD
and he’s arranged a meeting we’re going to have with the coordinator for the Water Trust
Board, because there some questions in that application we’re not sure how to answer them
from a County perspective. So we’re meeting with her I believe this week. And so we’re
working on it but we’re also meeting with the Water Trust Board in order to clarify how we
answer the various questions on the application.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay, because one of the components of that
application is a resolution that the governing body has to pass and has to sign. So we have one
more meeting before the 16™. So you’ll need to get that resolution into us on the 11%.

DR. WUST: We’ll do that.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Because that’s a requirement of the package.
That’s all I had, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Commissioner Sullivan. I just had a few
items very quick. The Santa Fe County Fair was a great success and I wanted to thank all the
participants and especially thank the staff and the parents that were working very hard to make
this County Fair a success. So thank you to all of them and all the winners. It was a great fair
and it’s expanding and I think we need to start expanding our fair. I know we have the master
plan of it so I think we need to move forward on that.

I'd like to just get a real brief update from James or Robert on the Calle Debra Bridge
to kind of let the public know where we are in terms of maybe a finish time and that’s the Calle
Debra Bridge out in La Cieneguilla.

MR. LUJAN: Mr. Chairman, member of the Commission, yes, we are
currently raising the grade and we are going to start basecourse in the next day or so and I'm
planning to have it paved by the 7* of September.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Great.

MR. LUJAN: We had a delay in trying to get some concrete for the slope
blankets but I talked to the local vendor and we’re going to get concrete Friday morning at 9:30
to pour those slope blankets. So we should definitely have it open by the 15,

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Oh, good. I’ve just been getting some calls on it.

MR, LUJAN: Correct. We’re going to be on target to open it for sure by the
15",

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: I know it took a little longer because of the runoff.

MR. LUJAN: Correct. We ran into the runoff problems and then the angle of
that river after that flood came, it meandered and took its natural course so we had to adjust that
pipe again and start a new footing and align it the way the river actually does flow and
somebody had changed it many years ago. So we got back on line and we angled that pipe the
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way it should go and I think we’re going to have a good product there.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay. Thanks, James. And I had a meeting with
Representative King, Representative McCoy, at the senior center in Edgewood and we are
talking about expanding that senior center. And thanks to the representatives and Senator Pete
Campos for getting $150,000 for design of that. So it will be coming forward. I want to thank
Frank Jaramillo for being there and Joseph Gutierrez and Rudy Garcia for helping out on this
project and moving forward on it. That’s all I have. What does the Commission want to do? Go
to lunch? We’ll be back at 1:30.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chairman, do you want to do the Consent
Calendar items that are not withdrawn?

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay, let’s move to the Consent Calendar.

XII. CONSENT CALENDAR
A. Budget Adjustments

1. Resolution 2005 - A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
Jail Enterprise Fund (518) / Adolescent Residence Center to
Budget Additional Care of Prisoners Revenue for Expenditure in
Fiscal Year 2006/ $13,410 (Corrections Department) ISOLATED
FOR DISCUSSION

2. Resolution 2005-113. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
GOB Series 1997 Proceeds Fund (350) to Budget Prior Fiscal
Year 2005 Cash Balance for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006 /
$4,235.67 (Finance Department)

3. Resolution 2005-114. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
Emergency Medical Services Fund (206) / All EMS Districts to
Realign the Fiscal Year 2006 Budget with the Final State
Distribution Allocation Award for Expenditure in Fiscal Year
2006 /$39,046 (Fire Department)

4. Resolution 2005-115. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
General Fund (101) / Hazmat Grant to Budget Prior Fiscal Year
Grant Balances for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006 / $22,186
Fire Department)

5. Resolution 2005 — A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
Fire Impact Fees Fund (216) / Hondo Fire District to Budget
Prior Fiscal Year 2005 Cash Balance for Expenditure in Fiscal
Year 2006 /$52,912 (Fire Department) ISOLATED FOR
DISCUSSION

6. Resolution 2005-116. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
Fire Protection Fund (209) / La Puebla Fire District to Budget a
Federal Grant Received from FEMA for Expenditure in Fiscal
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Year 2006 /$18,153 (Fire Department)

Resolution 2005-117. A Resolution Requesting an Operating
Transfer from the DWI Program to the County Sherifi’s Budget
within the General Fund (101) for Law Enforcement Efforts with
DWI Projects in Fiscal Year 2005 / $7,940 (Health & Human
Services Department)

Resolution 2005-118. A Resolution Requesting a Budget
Decrease to the General Fund (101)/ Maternal Care Infant
Health Program Realigning the Fiscal Year 2006 Budget with the
Final Approved Grant Award for Expenditure in Fiscal Year
2006 / $32,646 (Health & Human Services Department)
Resolution 2005-119. A Resolution Requesting a Budget Increase
to the Alcohol Programs Fund (241) / Community DWI and
Ignition Interlock Programs to Align the Fiscal Year 2006
Budgets with the Final Approved Grant Awards / $1,443 (Health
& Human Services Department)

Resolution 2005 - A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
General Fund (101) / Home For Good - El Norte Program for a
Grant Awarded Through the New Mexico Department of Health
for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006 / $61,305 (Health & Human
Services) ISOLATED FOR DISCUSSION

Resolution 2005 - A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the

" General Fund (101) / Intergovernmental Summit Project to

Budget Miscellaneous Revenue Received for Expenditure in
Fiscal Year 2006 /$4,000 (Manager’s Office) ISOLATED FOR
DISCUSSION

Resolution 2005-120. A Resolution Requesting a Budget Decrease
to the US Environmental Protection Fund (260) to Reverse
Resolution 2005-39 for Fiscal Year 2005 /-$1,397 (Project &
Facilities Management Department)

Resolution 2005 -~ A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
Wildlife/Mountains/Trails Fund (233) for a Federal Grant
Awarded through the U.S. Department of Transportation for
Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006 / $300,000 (Project & Facilities
Management Department) ISOLATED FOR DISCUSSION
Resolution 2005-121. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
US Environmental Protection Fund (260) and the State Special
Appropriations’ Fund (318) to Budget Prior Fiscal Year 2005
Grant Balances for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006
/$3,438,199.03 (Project & Facilities Management Department)
Resolution 2005-122. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Capital Outlay GRT Fund (213), the Wildlife/Mountains/Trails
Fund (233) to Budget Prior Fiscal Year 2005 Cash Balances for
Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006 / $1,310,492.35 (Project &
Facilities Management Department)
Resolution 2005 - A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
Capital Outlay GRT Fund (213 to Budget Prior Fiscal Year 2005
Cash Balance and an Operating Transfer to the State Special
Appropriations Fund (318) for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006/
$13,826,258 (County Manager, Public Works, Project &
Facilities Management and Utilities) ISOLATED FOR
DISCUSSION
Resolution 2005-123. A Resolution Requesting a Budget Decrease
to the General Fund (101) / Region III Grant Program to Realign
the Fiscal Year 2006 Budget with the Approved Interim Grant
Extension from New Mexico Department of Public Safety/
$197,892 (Sheriff’s Office)
Resolution 2005-124, A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
General Fund (101) / Region III Program Income to Budget
Court Settlement Restitution Revenue Received for Expenditure
in Fiscal Year 2006 /$290 (Sheriff’s Office)
Resolution 2005-125. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
General Fund (101)/HIDTA Grant Program to Budget Prior
Fiscal Year 2005 Grant Program to Budget Prior Fiscal Year
2005 Grant Balances for Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006 /
$1,607.83 (Sheriff’s Office)
Resolution 2005-126. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
General Fund (101) / County Sheriff’s Budget for a Federal
Grant Awarded Through Eastern Kentucky University for
Expenditure in Fiscal Year 2006/ $40,000 (Sheriff’s Office)
Resolutions 2005-127. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
General Fund (101) / County Sheriff’s Budget for Warrant
Enforcement Revenue Received for Expenditure in Fiscal Year
2006 /$3,121.97 (Sheriff’s Office)
Resolution 2005-128. A Resolution-Increasing the Utility Budget
in the Amount of $155,000 for NMED Grants. The Grants
Numbers, Names and Amounts are as Follows: 04-1556-STB
Agua Fria/Rumbo al Sur Rd. Sewer Line $50,000 /05-0140-STB
Sewer Line Extension (Paseo de Tercero & Via Don Toribio)
$50,000 / 051158-GF Sewer Line Extension (Agua Fria Rd &
Rufina St.) $20,000 / 05-1199-GF Sewer Line Extension (Paseo
de Tercero & Via Don Toribio) $35,000 (Water Resource
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23.

24.

[
-

Department & Finance)
Resolution 2005-129. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the

General Fund (101) / Project and Facilities Management
Department (Property Control Division) to Budget Unbudgeted
Cash Balance Reserves for Capital Expenditure in Fiscal Year
2006/ $1,200,000 (Project & Facilities Management Department)
Resolution 2005-130. A Resolution Requesting an Increase to the
Water Enterprise Fund (505) to Budget Additional Revenue from
an Approved Utility Rate Increase to Create 3 FTEs for Fiscal
Year 2006 / $127,422 '
Professional Service Agreements
Request Authorization to Accept and Award a Construction
Agreement to the Lowest Responsive Bidder in Response to IFB
#25-18 for Renovation o f the Eastern Regional Fire Station,
Hondo Fire District / $1,429,500 (Fire Department)

Request Authorization to Accept and Award a Construction
Agreement to the Lowest Responsive Bidder in Response to IFB
#25-62 RB1 for Sidewalk Repair at the Santa Fe County Judge
Steve Herrera Judicial Complex / $23,500 (Project & Facilities
Management Department) ISOLATED FOR DISCUSSION
Request Authorization to Amend Contract #24-0150-CHDD with
Community and Family Services, Inc. to Add $40,000.00 for
Evaluation Services for the Home for Good Program (Health &
Human Services Department) ISOLATED FOR DISCUSSION
Request Authorization to Accept and Award a Professional
Services Agreement to the Highest Rated Offeror in Response to
RFP #26-0901-CL/MYV for Recording/Stenography Services for
the Santa Fe County Clerk’s Office and the Santa Fe County
Land Use Department / $41,250
Request Authorization to Accept and Award Professional
Services Agreement #26-1401-WR.KD to the Highest Rated
Offeror in Response to RFP #26-004-UT for the Feasibility Study
of Wastewater Alternatives in the Las Golondrinas Area /
$34,687 ISOLATED FOR DISCUSSION
Request Authorization to Accept and Award a Price Agreement
to C& C Distributors for IFB #25-66, for Indefinite Quantity
Janitorial Supplies for the Building Services Section (Project &
Facilities Management Department)

Grant Agreements
Request Approval and Execution of 5 NMED Grant Agreements.
The Grant Numbers, Names, and Amounts are as 'Follows: 04-



Santa Fe County

Board of County Commissioners
Regular Meeting of August 30, 2005

Page 37

[y
.

1556-STB Agua Fria/Rumbo Al Sur Road Sewer Line $50,000 /
05-0140-STB Sewer Line Extension (Paseo de Tercero & Via Don
Toribio) $50,000 / 5-1154-GF Regional Water & Wastewater
System $1,070,000 (Pojoaque Valley) / 05-1158-GF Sewer Line
Extension (Agua Fria Road & Rufina St.) $20,000 / 05-1199-GF
Sewer Line Extension (Paseo de Tercero & Via Don Toribio)
$35,000 (Water Resource Department & PFMD) ISOLATED
FOR DISCUSSION

Resolution 2005 - A Resolution Designating Grantee Signature
Authority and Project Representative for the NMED Grants. The
Grant Numbers, Names and Amounts are as Follows: 04-1556-
STB Agua Fria/ Rumbo al Sur Road Sewer Line $50,000 / 05-
0140-STB Sewer Line Extension (Paseo de Tercero & Via
Toribio) $50,000 / 5-1154-GF Regional Water & Wastewater
System- $1,070,000 (Pojoaque Valley) / 05-1158-GF Sewer Line
Extension (Agua Fria Rd & Rufina St.) $20,000 / 05-1199-GF
Sewer Line Extension (Paseo de Tercero & Via Don Toribio)
$35,000 (Water Resource Department & PFMD) ISOLATED
FOR DISCUSSION

Miscellaneous

Resolution 2005-131 A Resolution Requesting Approval to
Surplus Fire Department Rescue Equipment to be Donated to
Other Fire Departments within New Mexico (Fire Department)
Resolution 20051-132. A Resolution Requesting Approval to
Surplus Obsolete Fire Department Equipment and Vehicles (Fire
Department) _

Request Authorization to Enter into a Memorandum of
Understanding Between the City of Santa Fe, Santa Fe County,
Santa Fe Community College, Santa Fe Business Incubator and
Local Energy to Plan the Development of a Center for
Community Sustainability at the Santa Fe Community College
(Land Use Department) ISOLATED FOR DISCUSSION
Resolution 2005-133. A Resolution Authorizing and Supporting
an Infrastructure Capital Improvements Plan for Santa Fe
County (Project & Facilities Management Department) [See pages
80 and 122] :

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Is there a motion to approve?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Chairman, I would move to approve the
Consent Calendar with the exceptions noted at the beginning of the meeting by Commissioners
Sullivan and Montoya and Vigil.
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COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second.
CHAIRMAN ANAYA: There’s a motion and a second. Any discussion?

The motion to approve the Consent Calendar with the following exceptions: XII.
A.1,5,10,11,13, 16, B. 2,3, 5, C. 1, 2 and D. 3 and 4 passed by unanimous [5-0] voice
vote,

[The Commission recessed from 12:10 to 1:40.]

X. PRESENTATIONS
B. Presentation on Economic Opportunities Through the Wildlife Program
by Larry Bell, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Land Use)

LARRY BELL: Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, thank you very
much for this opportunity to be with you today and share some ideas and some thoughts. My
name is Larry Bell. I'm the assistant regional director for the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service. I guess in short I could say I was lifelong resident of Santa Fe County. I grew up here.
Spent most of my adult life here and my job has returned me to this county. So along with
many of you I have a long, rich history of county activities and county opportunities.

I 'don’t think there’s any doubt in the room and certainly among the Commissioners that
Santa Fe County is rich in culture and history and tradition, and we oftentimes celebrate those
histories and cultures and those traditions. But as I go around in my travels and in my work and
the opportunities I see, there’s a component of that culture and history that seems to be missing
and that’s the purpose of my being here today. That component that’s missing is the celebration
of our state and our county’s wildlife richness, our diversity. New Mexico alone has seven
different life zones. It has significant meaning not only in the terrain that we see and the climate
that we enjoy but it has very deep meaning in the amount and kinds of wildlife that not only
reside here but that travel through.

And because so much of our counties’ economies rely on tourism throughout the state
of New Mexico with Santa Fe County being no exception, the blending of those tourist
opportunities with wildlife resources to bring about a viable economic base is literally an
untapped and unexplored resource at least, my feeling is, within much of the Southwest and
certainly within much of Santa Fe County. I was happy today to hear about some of your open
space programs and the ongoing activities there. That too will be a perfect blend of the things
that I want to talk to you about and some ideas I want to share with you in exploring economic
viability, utilizing the state’s rich natural resources. -

It’s there’s probably no doubt to anyone, and you've probably heard a lot about the
hunting and fishing activity, and the hunting and fishing opportunities that are provided. I want
to share a few figures and facts with you. In New Mexico alone the hunting industry brings in
$153 million to the state of New Mexico. And in those expenses are included trip related
expenses such as food and lodging, transportation, miscellaneous supplies. And that’s probably
something you hear a lot about and that people talk about frequently. You probably also hear
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talk about the fishing industry and what it brings in and that accounts for $176 million industry
in the state of New Mexico.

What you don’t hear as much about is the non-traditional use of the wildlife. Things like
birding and wildlife viewing and watchable wildlife and wildlife photography opportunities.
And this is where the figures get truly astounding. Within the state of New Mexico that is a
$538 million industry. Something that if you’re not aware of, certainly the opportunity exists
for you to become aware of and decide how we can begin to market that opportunity and bring
forward revenues to the County through the blending, like I said, through that tourism, the
economics, the willingness of people to go out and explore nature, utilizing your open space
system.

Let me give you an idea that these things come from both direct and indirect costs. As I
said, included in there are the lodging, which results in taxes for the County. There are entire
industries that grow up around these. Again, using hunting as an example, not that many years
ago, 10 to 15 years ago, you could count very easily the number of outfitters, probably 20 to 25
outfitters that participated in hunting activity, and there were virtually no fishing outfitters
anywhere in the state. Today, if you look a the registration of the New Mexico State
Department of Game and Fish you will see literally hundreds of registered outfitters and
upwards of 500 registered guides that participate in that activity. So an entire industry can begin
to develop. But again, that’s looking at only one component of it. That’s looking at the hunting
and fishing industry. That’s not looking at the opportunity to take tours, to set up safari type
adventures in and around the local area and the industry that can begin to develop around that,
making a strong economy and a strong tax base for the counties. '

Those areas associated with national wildlife refuges, which your open spaces can
represent just as easily as anything in the national wildlife refuge system, but just for example,
the Las Vegas National Wildlife Refuge, just 60 miles to the north of us last year saw 63,000
visitors, a total of 12,000 visitor days and brought in over half a million dollars to the local
community, just from people that wanted to go by and see a national wildlife refuge and what
might exist there.

I would share with you a few other examples of things that are going on in other states
and then bring that a little closer to home about things that are going on throughout New
Mexico. If you pick up the paper, this was out of USA Today, May 27, 2005. An advertisement
for wildlife expeditions, Jackson, Wyoming, ranging from $495 to $745 per person. And what
they offer is a two or three-day wolf and bear expedition in the spring and fall on the chance
that you might see a bear or you might hear a wolf howl. So there are no guarantees in the
program but people are willing to pay for this experience, especially as we look at as our
development continues, more and more of our citizens are coming from very urban based
societies and they’re not familiar with the great outdoors and how to explore that. So offering
that opportunity bridges a natural gap between urban dwellers and our very rich environment
throughout New Mexico. '

A couple other ads from USA Today, the wolves and wildlife of Yellowstone is a winter
safari that takes in parts of Wyoming and Montana with a focus on elk, bison and wolves. The
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seven-day trip is by heated snow coach, snowshoe, and horse-drawn sleigh. Prices start at
$3200 per person. One other ad: six-night wolves and wildlife of Yellowstone trip covers
Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Park. Prices start at $3295 per person. That’s three
thousand two hundred and ninety-five. I submit that we have the same richness as those areas of
Yellowstone and yet unexplored.

Very close to Santa Fe County, with the Santa Fe National Forest very nearby, an
opportunity is to partner with other agencies - New Mexico Game and Fish, the US Fish and
Wildlife Service, the National Park Service at Bandolier, the Forest Service right here in the
Santa Fe National Forest, and begin to built these types of industries. I think it’s a wonderful
opportunity for all of us to look. And what comes from that is people’s appreciation of wildlife.
People’s appreciation of the great outdoors and their willingness then to participate in sound and
solid conservation efforts that continue to assure that we have that richness of value that we’ve
all come to enjoy within New Mexico.

A couple of ideas locally, just to give you another idea. Socorro County a number of
years ago started what they call the annual Crane Festival. I don’t know if any of you have been
able to go and attend that. It’s a five-day festival. Over 1,000 people attend and over that five-
day period, that 1,000 people bring in over a million dollars to the economy of Socorro
County. A few years ago the New Mexico Game and Fish stated what they call the High Plains
Prairie Chicken Festival in a very small town in eastern New Mexico called Milnesand. During
this festival, there are more people that come to Milnesand than what live in Milnesand and
they bring in over $6,000 on a two-day festival to that very small community, which helps
them with their infrastructure to bring in fire departments and bring in safety aspects and all
those things going with having a strong and viable county.

Our Las Vegas National Wildlife Refuge as I said has brought in significant money in
non-consumptive use in excess of $500,000. The Bosque del Apache National Wildlife Refuge,
probably one of the state’s showcases, national showcase refuges brings into that area, that local
economy, just over $2.4 million annually in lodging, meals. Lodging alone is $2.4 million,
meals estimated at $770,000, and gas, around $385,000. So what I wanted to talk about is those
same opportunities exist in Santa Fe County, virtually every county in New Mexico because of
the diversity of wildlife that we have. And just to lay out on the table for you some things
where we might work better together to help you explore those opportunities.

The US Fish and Wildlife Service has a variety of grant programs, some that are
administered straight through the Unites States Fish and Wildlife, some that flow down to our
state counterparts, the State Department of Game and Fish, and those grants are provided in
order to provide for habitat restoration, hunter education, aquatic restoration, aquatic education,
boating access, state wildlife grants, which is a conservation initiative, and then some private
land grants as well that we can partner with the counties that allow them to benefit their habitat,
their landscape, their economy. _

There was recently a rancher in Texas that participated in one of these grant programs
and began restoring his once heavily grazed ranch with native vegetation. And now he ranks his
economy as number one is his quail hunting and deer hunting opportunity and he says that
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allows him to sustain his ranching economy on the natural landscape and allows him to enjoy
the lifestyle that he’s become accustomed to. So they can provide a very good incentive, some
good seed money, as we explore different ideas to work towards this type of development.

We would look at doing any of this in partnership with the County. I'm not here to tell
you you have to do any of this, but merely to lay out that very basic notion that we’re missing a
huge opportunity in an underutilized resource and that is the area of wildlife viewing, wildlife
watching, wildlife tours and opportunities to just get out and explore nature that the county
seems to be a perfect starting point for that opportunity that would also support that county.

So I'don’t want to take a lot more of your time. I have several brochures that I’ll leave
for you, including one booklet on the entire national wildlife refuge system and the money that
can be brought in by development of something like the national wildlife refuge. A national
survey of hunting, fishing and wildlife related activities. And then the program for this year’s
Festival of the Cranes that’s going on in Socorro that will give you an idea of what type of
events to plan because at this one-week event local artisans sell their wares, their T-shirts, their
art work, their photography work, so the whole community becomes involved. So it’s not just
let’s go out and look at the birds. So it’s a really great thing. I’ll leave that with you for your
review and then just offer that if any of this is appealing to you, something you would like to
explore, we would be happy to come back and meet with whatever group you deem necessary,
whether it would be the full board or whether it would be your economic committees and begin
to explore ideas.

And I leave you with one final thought that I also thought fit in very well to Santa Fe
County. There’s an example in Boise, Idaho. There was a piece of property that had been
utilized as a landfill and over the years, that property, as with many landfills, once it was filled
and covered nobody knew really what to do with it. So they leased it out to the city, the owner
of the property leased it out to the city to develop a youth baseball park. And not too unlike the
landfill right outside of the Casa Solana housing area, it didn’t suit very well for baseball
because of some of the odors that may be coming up, so they closed the baseball field and the
owners took it back over. The owners happened to be the Idaho Department of Game and Fish.
They said, well let’s just plant it with some native vegetation. Let’s dig a little hole in the
ground for some water. Maybe we can even divert a little bit of water through it so we have
kind of a running stream. We’ll make a model stream. And then they partnered with the Vo-
Tech to build a building, a visitors center, where they show a brief movie. They house a small
model fish hatchery. As it stands now, every high school and every grade school within the
Boise area use that as a laboratory for education experience. And as a result of their building
that, they also used a lot of corporate sponsors - as a result of their building that they now get
in excess of 10,000 visitors per month coming through there on a voluntary basis. So great
economic, those examples exist here. So I would answer any questions you have but my intent
today was just to lay some information out for you, let you know how much money is available
and how much people are willing to pay money to enjoy that wildlife, and then begin to work
on a dialogue if the County wished to pursue that any further, Mr. Chairman, thank you for the
time.
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CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Larry. Is there any comments from the
Commission? :

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Larry, thanks for coming. I had the
opportunity to hear your presentation down in Hobbs for the annual conference down there.
The question that I had is where do you see this potentially working within Santa Fe County
and how would that type of a partnership work? Because we really just established from
movement as far as economic development is going and I think this potentially could be
something but do you have any ideas of what that might look like?

MR. BELL: I do, and what I don’t know is the success of it. But I do know that
we can start small so we’re not laying out a lot of money and we can begin to build. So for
example, I mentioned that building in a wildlife component to your open space. Is there an
opportunity there by the development of that open space to offer weekend birding tours and
then how do we market those so that people begin to want to come. Now, one easy marketing
technique I've thought of that I think also is underutilized is a video production doesn’t cost
very much. And as we sit around in the motel rooms in Santa Fe and Santa Fe County, and
very motel has that motel channel. So what if kids were sitting there wondering - because I
often feel bad for kids in Santa Fe County because once they’ve been to some of our wonderful
Pueblos and seen some of the downtown sites, often there’s not much I feel like for them to do.

So if they were sitting there flipping through the motel channel on the TV and all of a
sudden saw this wonderful wildlife program, and hey, you can just go out the backdoor of the
motel and for a very nominal fee, I think they would begin to pick that up and they would
encourage parents to go and they would have the educational opportunity. So something could
be done very slow, very easy. We could model something after the Boise example I gave you
using perhaps even effluent water and bring in an educational component. Develop a wetland.
When you develop a wetland and you put in a little marsh and a little bit of pond, it’s amazing
the amount of wildlife that comes.

Other ideas that you could do is through partnering with private industry, develop
something like a safari tour where there are things that again urban people don’t recognize what
we might take for granted. How many people sitting in the city would love to hear a bull elk
bugle? And how hard would it be to take a van from Santa Fe County up into the Santa Fe
National Forest anytime during the month of September and October at the prices I read about
in Yellowstone, $300, $400 a person. That’s in addition to whatever they’ll pay for lodging and
food while they’ll here. Take them out, partner up with a guy in the outfitting industry, hear an
elk bugle, maybe see an elk, see a dear, enjoy the fresh air.

So those are some things that could start very simply I think. And say, well, are they
going to work? And then to help with that as they get going we could provide some grant
money though some of the grants I talked about, work more with you on what those grant
programs are and which ones might apply. There is grant money available for things like the
wetland development, anything that restores and benefits habitat. And if you find a rare species
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— you know a lot of times we hear so much negative about the Endangered Species Act, but
people are willing to pay a lot of money that no one else has seen. And so if we find some kind
of a rare species, there’s a great opportunity there to capitalize on that and bring people in, let
them witness that, let them see it. And they’re willing to pay for those opportunities.

So those are just a few thoughts to maybe help you along. I’d be happy to sit down to
brainstorm with you as we move forward.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Everything you said
is right. It’s accurate. There’s a lot of money in that kind of thing that can come to the
community and stay here. What this Commission has been concerned about, for example, the
Valle Vidal, what’s going on with the proposed mining, the eastern portion of that, So we
understand what you’re saying but we also are concerned with what other agencies in the
government are doing. To actually do the opposite of what you’re proposing and providing
grants for. So I'd love to work with you. It sounds good.

i MR. BELL: And we’ll bring in a lot of those other agencies at your request or
desire because the more people that get involved in this I think the more successful it can
become and the more opportunities we can find through that. I appreciate that comment.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Vigil. '

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you, Mr., Chairman. Thank you, Larry for
your presentation. Question: A lot of the wildlife watching opportunities that exist throughout
the county is in BLM land. Some of it may even be in tribal government land. I really
appreciate this opportunity and would like to direct staff to work with you further for a
particular project that suits our economic development issue in this area. However, how do you
overcome the boundary issue between BLM land and tribal government land for these
purposes?

MR. BELL: Tribal government is of course more difficult because of some of
the sanctuary that they need on their land for their cultural and traditional purposes. The federal
agencies, I don’t see them as near as big a problem. We can sit down and work those details out
with them. I feel a lot of it, like if there were going to be safari type tours, it’s a matter of
getting a special use permit for a commercial purpose on federal land. And it’s not a very
difficuit thing to do, but we would want them at the table too and we’ll just work those things
out because those lands are open. They’re available to the public. They’re supposed to be used
by the public. They’re multiple-use lands that says there has to be a variety of uses on that land
from wildlife to livestock, to people’s enjoyment, So it fits right in with their mandate. It’s just
a matter of working out the terms and conditions with them.,

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you, And Larry, I guess another component
that I think would be an enhancement component of this is when you look at perhaps even a
safari type concept, look at the surrounding areas where there are petroglyphs and hydroglyphs
and things of that nature that could be a part of that. I think that’s untapped.

MR. BELL: I think that’s correct, too. We pretty much rely on our tourism in
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this state to learn about the activity and take themselves to it. And there’s more and more of the
service industry - if you’ll provide them a way of getting there, an explanation when they get
there, more and more I think we’re seeing their willingness to pay for those activities which is
great for the County,

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I like this project. I’d
like to see our staff continue to work with him on a proposal that would work for Santa Fe
County.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Gerald, would this be appropriate to have him present
that to the Lodgers’ Advisory Board? Would that be a first start?

B MR. GONZALEZ: Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, that certainly would be one
possibility in terms of funding opportunities. I don’t see Theresa here but maybe Susan can
respond to that.

SUSAN LUCERO (Finance Director): Mr. Chairman, members of the Board,
I have to apologize. I was out in the hallway so I didn’t hear the entire discussion. But I can
explain that the purposes of Lodgers Tax proceeds are for the promotion of further tourism and
advertising within Santa Fe County. We have two funds. One for advertising, one for bricks
and mortars, which is basically to attempt to build facilities that attract additional tourism.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: I guess that’s probably the appropriate place to start.
And then we can move on from there. Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I would say that I think that is a place to start
as far as getting some funding, but I think we also need to determine how this fits in. Maybe
meet with Paul Olafson and Robert Griego in terms of what they’re working on with the open
space and economic development respectively, as well as Jack Kolkmeyer, and see if that’s
something that the County is even capable of doing, I guess. If the interest is there to pursue
something like this. Personally, I would encourage us to do that. I think it’s a wonderful way to
use natural resources for economic development. We’re not tearing up the Valle Vidal.

MR. GONZALEZ: Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Montoya, we do have an
internal staff economic development team and Robert Griego is part of that team. T think Jack
Kolkmeyer also. So we-can raise that issue internally in our discussions and see what possible
directions we can explore in conjunction with the department.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Good. Thank you. Larry, thank you very much for
your presentation. It was very interesting.

MR. BELL: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to working with you
further and maybe we can get a pilot project and just see if it works for everybody.
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XI. COMMITTEE APPOINTMENTS/REAPPOINTMENTS AND
RESIGNATIONS
A. Appointment of Mr. Rick Galligan, Replacement for Mr, Alfred
Matter, to the Lodgers’ Tax Advisory Board

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chairman, members of the Board, we are requesting
the appointment of Mr. Rick Galligan who happens to be the general manager for Bishop’s
Lodge and this appointment would be the Lodgers’ Tax Advisory Board, composed of five
members. Four of those five members represent the hospitality or lodging industry, and
Mr. Galligan is with Bishop s Lodge which happens to be one of the largest county lodging
facilities. And therefore we're requesting his appointment. He has included in the packet
his letter of interest as well as his resume.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Any questions or comments for Susan? What’s the
pleasure of the Board?

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Move to approve.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: There’s a motion.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: And a second. Any more discussion?

The motion to appoint Rick Galligan to the Lodgers’ Tax Advisory Board
passed by unanimous [5-0] voice vote,

XI. B. Appointments and Reappointménts to the Maternal Child Health
Council

KHRISTTI READYHOUGH: Good evening, Mr. Chairman, members of the
Board. I'm the chair of the Santa Fe Maternal Child Health Council. I’m here to request
the appointment of members to our council. These individuals have been nominated by the
council and endorsed by the HPPC. There are seven candidates at this time. Included in
your packet are there letters of interest and thei<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>