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Notice of Special
Meeting

Notice is hereby given that the Board of County Commissioners of Santa Fe County,
Santa Fe, New Mexico, will hold a Special Meeting on Wednesday January 19, 2005 at
4:00 pm in the Commission Chambers at the County Administration Building, 102 Grant
Avenue, Santa Fe, New Mexico.

[ Call to Order

II. Roll Call

[II.  Approval of Agenda

IV.  Discussion and Request for Direction on the First Judicial Courthouse and
the County Administration Complex

V. Adjournment

The County of Santa Fe makes every practical effort to assure that it’s meetings and programs are
accessible to the physically challenged. Physically challenged individuals should contact Santa Fe County
at 986-6200 in advance to discuss any special needs (e.g., interpreters for the hearing impaired for the sight

impaired).
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SANTA FE COUNTY

SPECIAL MEETING

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

January 19, 2005

This special meeting of the Santa Fe Board of County Commissioners was called to
order at approximately 4:00 p.m. by Chairman Mike Anaya, in the Santa Fe County
Commission Chambers, Santa Fe, New Mexico.

Following the Pledge of Allegiance, roll was called 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

III.  Approval of the Agenda

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Item V, Discussion and Possible Action
Concerning Additional Constituent - I think that should be deferred to our next regular
session. That was the way it was planned. I think today was a one-item agenda and I think we
need to focus on the courthouse. That’s my suggestion.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Is that a motion to take it off?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I would so move.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Is there a second?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Second,

The motion to table item V to the next regular meeting passed by unanimous [5-0]
voice vote.
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IV.  Discussion and Request for Direction on the First Judicial Courthouse and County
Administration Complex [Exhibit 1: Informational Packet]

TONY FLORES (PFMD Director): Thank you, Mr. Chair, Commissioners. As
you recall, for a little over 18 months we’ve been undertaking a process to develop a space
analysis and long-range facility plan looking at various facilities, County Administration
Complex, First Judicial Courthouse and primarily the administrative offices of the County.

In November we brought forward with the assistance of our consultant the final
presentation to the Board on the findings of that recommendation. I’ve provided all of you
copies of that in the back of your packet. Those findings outlined a listing of square footage
requirements, size requirements, program and document, which is the initial phase of an
architectural agreement, and it laid the foundations of how the County looks at providing
adequate space not only for its employees but also the state agencies that we are required to
house. Based upon our discussions on the 16™ of November, staff has gone back and re-
evaluated the project, looked at it to see if there were any efficiencies that we could build in and
also looked at a prioritization of the project so that we don’t try to tackle financially more than
we can commit ourselves to.

When we brought forward the recommendation or the final plan the price tag was
approximately $50 million and as Commissioner Sullivan has brought up, with the addition of
the furniture and fixtures and site acquisition that price has a potential tag of $60+ million. We
looked back based upon one of the comments that was made by the Commission, I believe it
was Commissioner Sullivan, to look at the possibility of establishing in development a new
First Judicial Courthouse and utilizing the existing courthouse and our main base of operations,
so that we would maintain a presence, as many of the Board had indicated in their minutes, in
the downtown area.

During our discussions at that point and also through community townhall meetings
with Commissioner Montoya we have heard a recurring theme over and over that the public
wants these uses in the downtown area and not on the outskirts. So I had to take a step back
from my thinking of development of a campus environment at this time. I felt based upon the
issues with the district courthouse as a priority in my opinion as PFMD Director that we need
to focus on the courthouse, find a location for it that’s suitable, that can allow it to be developed
at a reasonable price, and then allow us the opportunity to redevelop or renovate the existing
courthouse of approximately 56,000 square feet for our new administration complex and still
maintain a presence in downtown Santa Fe.

The memo that I've provided to you has various items included in it including the
statute that requires or deals specifically with district court facilities. I’d like to ask Chief Justice
Hall and Judge [Barbara] Vigil to come forward since this is their baby.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Sir.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Are we just going to talk about the courthouse
today?

MR, FLORES: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Montoya, the courthouse is the
primary focus and I will explain how we would address the County Administration Complex
from there.
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COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: What about Public Works?

MR. FLORES: No, Mr. Chair, Commissioner Montoya. That is not on the
discussion today. We are still working through the issues with the State Land Office, either at
the existing site or an alternative site and it’s my opinion that we’re ready to move forward
baring any complications with that lease.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: We are ready?

MR. FLORES: Yes. We've already met with the architect and indicated that we
would be coming forward to ensure that we have adequate professional service arrangements
made so that we can proceed forward.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: With which one?

MR. FLORES: The Public Works.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Okay. So do we know when we’re going to
sell those bonds or what’s going to happen with those?

MR. FLORES: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Montoya, I don’t want to speak for
the Finance Department. I have my own schedule of sales of the bonds. I feel that we could sell
the bonds by June of this year and we would still be in line with the time that our construction
documents are being finalized and that we would be ready for bid. So if we were to sell the
road bonds, which included up to a maximum of $4 million for the Public Works facility we
would be ready for that at that time. Currently we have $3.8 million in the bank so to speak off
the bonds that were sold in 2001, so there is enough in adequate financing to be able to start the
project.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Tony, could you just give us a briefing with regards
to the options available for the judicial complex?

MR. FLORES: Mr, Chair, Commissioner Vigil, the analysis that was presented
has a bunch of different options. One of the first options was that we would renovate through
expansion and construction of their existing site, adding square footage and probably doubling
the size, 2 1/2 times the size of the existing building. Based upon that option it would require
the County, since we are by law required to house them, we would have to look at an
alternative site for them to be housed in until the construction was done. Based upon the
availability of existing buildings that size, we have calculated a cost for 2 1/2 years of $2.8
million in expenses for us to house them temporarily at another location. That option, in my
opinion, although it seems practical for timeliness in developing and renovating that site, if I
look at the total picture, another $3 million on top of renovation costs, parking structures, etc.
would exceed my request from the Board for financing.

The other option for the judicial courthouse was to build them a new building, to
relocate them to another location. We did a preliminary request for information, not a formal
one, to find out if there are potential properties out there that may come forward. And it was
more of us looking than actually having a property owner come forward. Through that process
we identified five sites, one of which was, the Elk Lodge, really wasn’t in play and there were
some other issues with some of the other sites.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Are we talking about judicial?
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MR. FLORES: Yes. The judicial courthouse. We looked at donated property
outside the city limits. We looked at property from the Indian School that we would have to go
in and renovate and raze existing buildings to be able to accomplish for traffic consideration,
etc. It was determined that at that time, although there were two sites that were in play, we
needed to do a full-flown evaluation and process to be able to select a site. So right now, in my
opinion, Mr. Chair, Commissioner Vigil, we have two options. One of them to me has price
tag of $3 million on top of that and that would be to renovate the existing site. That alternative
A would be a site that’s suitable for their courthouse and build them a new complex.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you, Tony. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: I'd like to welcome Judge Hall and Judge Vigil here
today along with Steve Pacheco. Thanks for being here. Tony, I guess I've got one question.
Well, I’'m going to have more, but you said that you met with people in Commissioner
Montoya’s district and they said that they didn’t like the campus-like County building that we
were proposing.

MR. FLORES: What they didn’t like, Mr. Chair, is they didn’t want to lose the
identity of the courthouse for the County building in the downtown area. Not that the campus
wasn’t an option. It was more that the identity of the County and the courthouse is within the
city limits of Santa Fe. That was the opposition. And that’s also done from the Bar Association
from Rio Arriba County.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: So what about the rest of the countyl did you talk with
them?

MR. FLORES: No.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay, so this is just -

MR. FLORES: I prefaced it by saying we’ve also heard from community
meetings that this is a problem.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay. So today, you’re going to tell us your proposal
on how we can get the judges a new judicial complex.

MR. FLORES: And, Mr. Chair, provide us the ability to enlarge the County
Administration Complex and make it more accessible to the public.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay. So who wants to start?

MR. FLORES: And I promise, Mr. Chair, Commissioner Sullivan, I’ll breathe
every now and then.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Yes, don’t talk so fast.

MR. FLORES: We’re done with committee hearings this afternoon so my time
is yours. Based upon the direction in the discussions - I won’t even call it direction - that the
Board provided on November 16®, and I've pulled the minutes and looked at it.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: What was the direction?

MR, FLORES: We go out and look at funding options, to be able to secure this
- Commissioner Sullivan, Commissioner Campos and Commissioner Montoya was let’s try to
at all costs, and I’'m paraphrasing, keep the facility in the downtown area with the courthouse,
per Commissioner Campos, as the priority. Commissioner Anaya, you indicated that you agree
that the courthouse is a priority, However, you still want to look at the big picture, which was a
campus environment. And Commissioner-elect Vigil at the time indicated that Hey, Tony, why
don’t we renovate the existing building. Did we take any environmental concerns into
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consideration. So that was - I’'m not even addressing some of Commissioner Duran's. So with
that direction we looked at a prioritization process.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: So you can’t count to three. You know your direction.

MR. FLORES: No, no, no.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: So the direction that you’re going is to keep the
building downtown. To keep the County building downtown and try to use the judicial complex
for additional services for the County and let’s try to find a place for the judges. Correct?

MR. FLORES: Yes. And that would be accomplished by doing a formal request
for proposals. Now, I need to qualify this. As you all know, acquisition of real property or
disposal of real property, the procurement code is not applicable. The procurement code does
not apply to real property. It deals with tangible personal property, services and goods. What
I’m proposing to do is something similar to what Dona Ana County completed, was a full-
blown request for proposals where we actually had property owners coming and providing a
proposal that outlined various issues of their site, including cost. So we would develop together,
very similar to the way we developed this RFP process with the Commission’s input, is
developing the site selection criteria with the judiciary, to be able to put out an RFP,

That would provide a formal process of site selection. It may come out at that site
selection, Mr. Chair, that the downtown properties are not in play at that time because of costs,
ownership issues, other things, and we would look at that. So we would not limit this formal
process to just looking at the downtown, although that would be one of the evaluation factors or
a point of emphasis.

With that RFP process, we would look at a site selection. If the Board directs we would
be able to have the selection of an architect going on at the same time with the site selection a
longer term and I’ve included a very rough estimate in here of time. A longer term for site
selection to allow us to hire an architect under contract, because I think they are key to site
selection after all of you have developed your criteria. The architect needs to be coming on
board right at the third of the time frame before they’re due back to make sure that their input,
whoever that firm is is valuable and that we are headed down the right path of selecting a site.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: If we’re going to look at the sites, you’re
talking about downtown, so the general feeling is to continue to be downtown in this historic
building insofar as possible. So it seems like if we’re going to do that, that it’s the courts that
are going to move.

MR. FLORES: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Sullivan, yes.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay. So we may use that building for an
expansion of the County facilities, which is fairly convenient to our other County facilities here.
Still limited on parking and the parking issues don’t go away but at least now the judges don’t
have the parking issues; we have the parking issues. I'm sure they’ll be happy about that. So
when you say, looking for downtown sites on this RFP, why would we be looking for
downtown sites? We’d want to open it up to the whole general area, right?

MR. FLORES: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Sullivan, yes. That’s why I indicated
that we would have a preference for a downtown site but we would look at every site that
would come out. I'm sure there are potential properties owners out there that if we move
forward on a formal process would come out. So it would be every site. However, we would
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look as a priority at the downtown.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I'd be careful about saying a preference.

MR. FLORES: I agree. I would just state in the opening overview of the RFP
we can structure it in a way that indicates that our preference is to remain downtown, not in the
criteria. However, we want to look at sites that meet these criteria,

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Certain acreage, and so forth.

MR. FLORES: Acreage, utilities, infrastructure -

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: How much acreage do they need?

MR. FLORES: We’ve looked at about six acres of property. Six to eight acres
if we can build up. Up to 15 acres if we go out.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: If we go out. Okay. What is the definition of
the county seat?

MR. FLORES: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Sullivan, I’ll speak for Steve since I
always do, the county seat has to stay within the incorporated limits of the municipality.

STEVE ROSS (County Attorney): The county seat is the City of Santa Fe.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: See, now that causes some interesting
problems in the mix here. Because if the judicial complex has to be provided in the county seat,
then we have to provide it within the boundaries of the City of Santa Fe.

MR. ROSS: I don’t believe that is correct, actually. The County offices, which
I see as the elected offices, essentially, the Sheriff, the Clerk, the Assessor, all have to be
within the county seat which is Santa Fe. It’s silent on where the courts have to be located.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: What am I reading that says, "In each county
the district court shall be held at the county seat"?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: The district court shall be held at the county
seat. Yes, that’s in the statute.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Maybe they could be out somewhere and
come in to hold court and go back out again. Provide a rapid transit or something. But this
issue has come up before and we never have specifically addressed it. It’s the third page of the
memo that Mr. Flores prepared.

MR. FLORES: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Sullivan, we would look at that. I
know Steve and I have looked at the administration offices here and that became an issue if we
went outside the city limits for basically this room, of holding offices -

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: No, I understand there’s another statute about
that because we ran into that when we were trying to hold our meetings, hold our work
sessions.

MR. FLORES: Right. So we will make sure we take a look at this statute and
see what the definition is.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I think we need to look at it right now because
if we’re looking at directions as to where we’re going to go and where the RFP is going to go
and how we’re going to swap buildings here, we need to know if the district court has to be
within the municipal boundaries.

MR. ROSS: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Sullivan, it’s coming back to me now.
We had this problem in San Juan County when I was there. We determined we couldn’t get
around the statute so what we did is we had one satellite court facility in the county seat and
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other facilities in another city that was not the county seat. But at the time I recall us having a
lot of concerns about this particular statute.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: We could change the statute too. How about
that?

MR. FLORES: We’ve looked at that as an option. Actually, Mr. Chair,
Commissioner Sullivan, I think we can look at that through the RFP and put some language in
there that would not prohibit us taking property proposals outside the city limits. And I think if
we use the Dona Ana County model they did something similar because the original location of
the property that they went to was outside the incorporated limits. But it was adjacent. You’re
right. It was adjacent to the city limits.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So it could be annexed.

MR. FLORES: Yes.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner, so are you proposing that maybe -
how would we change the county seat?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: We can’t.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Would it be the Commissioners that change it?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: No, it’s state statute.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: So we could go to the state legislature and get that
taken care of?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: If we wanted, but we would only have to do
that if we decided that the best location for the judicial complex was outside the boundaries of
the City of Santa Fe. And I’m thinking that that’s a fairly good possibility because just of cost,
and availability. It’s going to be hard to find land. We’ve already looked in this study. There’s
the old hospital building, and what was the other one?

MR. FLORES: The cathedral site.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Yes, the old hospital.

MR. FLORES: Well, the old hospital is Marian Hall, and then right next to it is
St. Francis Cathedral.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Well, we also had a nibble from the —

MR. FLORES: Santa Fe Indian School, and St. Kate’s. And we’ve also had
nibbles from the Elk’s Lodge, which doesn’t meet the size criteria.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I'm just saying, Mr, Chair, that I think it’s a
good possibility that we’ll be looking strongly at alternatives outside the city boundary.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: It could same the County money.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: It could save a lot of money.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Question for Mr. Flores if that’s appropriate.
Mr. Flores, you’ve just finished - did you finish your presentation? I was just curious if there
was time to comment, if you wanted the judges to comment after you and then have
Commissioner comment.

MR. FLORES: I would like to be able to just go through quickly.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: You have a little more?

MR. FLORES: Just a little bit. Because I think the most important part that
Commissioner Sullivan has reminded me over and over about is cost. We went through the
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analysis that was provided to you in November and we’ve developed a very rough estimate of
cost. Based upon our numbers that I believe, we can accomplish two things. One, we can set a
budget or a cap of the revenue bond and with a good number based upon our estimation, which
is a very simple flow chart. It’s not our normal budgeting chart but it’s simple so that we can go
through it.

Based upon a construction budget, professional services budget, site acquisition budget,
a contingency in furnishings and equipment budget, we’ve estimated that the total amount of
funds that would be necessary to accomplish this will be $35 million. That number is based on
those criteria or those components that I just talked to you about. I've gone through the research
of the statute of how this could be funded. General obligation bond, in my opinion is not the
route to go. As Commissioner Sullivan knows, we just voted a $71 million bond. We do have a
potential within the county to dedicate existing GRT tax to pay for the debt service on this type
of project. It’s estimated that that cost on an annual basis will be between $1.3 and $1.6
million, from my calculations.

Again, this is our calculations of the cost and those can be firmed up, but we do have a
potential in our existing GRT structure to retool and we talked about this in July when we came
forward with our study session. We can retool the GRT to be able to afford our debt payment
for this facility. The statutes are very broad on the applicability and the use and I do believe that
if we can develop some efficiencies in the building there would be a balance left in this that
would allow the County to renovate the existing judicial complex for admin space. The
alternative to that is if we spent the entire budget on developing a courthouse we could move
into the existing judicial complex using in-house staff to be able to do some minor renovations
to have it ready for occupancy by County staff. I’ll close and turn it over to Judge Hall.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Tony.

JUDGE JIM HALL: Mr. Chair, members of the Commission, thank you very
much. I met with Tony before this and as I understand his recommendation, I agree with it. I
understand he is requesting that the Commission grant him authority to go forward with an RFP
related to site selection and an RFP as to an architect. I believe those are the next steps in the
process and I'd like to see that happen. I like the idea of an RFP as to site selection because it’s
a very public process and I think that’s probably both in the court’s interest and the
Commission’s interest as well. I also understand that he is seeking to have you approve, I guess
in principle, this idea of using the GRT revenues to fund this project. I am very much in favor
of that as well.

I would like to see those steps taken. As far as the location, I agree with Mr. Ross. I
think the present statute does require that at least one of the court offices be within the City of
Santa Fe, That’s the way the law is presently. We actually looked at this in connection with Rio
Arriba because we set up a facility in Espafiola, but it’s a satellite facility. We have a facility in
T.A. So I think the present law does require it to be within the city limits. I’m not sure that’s an
issue that necessarily needs to be resolved right now; I think there’s ways around it.
Annexation, perhaps even changing the statute. So I would urge you to go forward with the
RFP, including, I guess some sort of language regarding this issue and see what comes back.

In my discussions I think you may very well get some viable options in downtown for a
courthouse that you don’t know about yet. And that’s the real benefit of an RFP process.
Maybe you won’t. Maybe the best options for the County will be somewhere away from
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downtown, in the city or even outside of the city and then you can do the site selection process
and make the decision that’s best. I've said before the judges would prefer to be downtown but
if you determine the best option is somewhere out of downtown, what we want is to proceed
with that facility. That’s what we need.

I think Tony’s plan here, as I’ve said before, keeps the process moving forward. So I
would ask that you approve or grant him direction to proceed with the RFP as to both the
architect and as to the site acquisition and that you approve, I guess the general financing idea
that he has presented to you. So that’s my request and I'll be happy to answer any questions.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Judge, for being here. Appreciate that.
Any comments to the judge or to Tony? Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: If you’re ready for general comments, I’'m
ready.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Sure.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I believe in what Mr. Flores is saying generally.
I think we need to be downtown. The courts need to be downtown, has always been my
position. The general financing ideas I think are sound. The GRT. But I do think that the
current location of the court should become part of our administration. That way we could keep
that area connected to this building. We would have additional space that we also could stay
downtown. It’s a good space. Perhaps we could work around those two properties.

I think there may be a good site for a courthouse where the DA is. That is close to the
Supreme Court and Court of Appeals and the District Court wouldn’t be too far away. We have
property there. How many acres do we own?

MR. FLORES: Is this our existing law enforcement complex?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: The one on Sandoval Street?

MR. FLORES: That’s part of our administrative offices.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: We own two properties out there at least.

MR. FLORES: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Campos, we own the Anacon
Building, which is right next door, which used to be the State Employees Credit Union, and we
also own the law enforcement complex. I would say just really quickly on that comment. As
part of my temporary schedule I have put in a time frame for an RFP that we would put out
that would identify best and highest use for the properties that we would be looking at
consolidating or disposing. We did that when I was in the Purchasing Division in 2000 to try to
get the judges a building at that time with the existing County Manager. I would request that the
Board at that time we look at a best and highest use for property that we would be consolidating
so that we could offset potentially some of the costs for construction. I just throw that out as a
comment., The size of the - it’s an acre of property where the DA’s office is right now.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Only an acre. And the Anacon is a smaller piece
of property.

MR. FLORES: The Anacon, yes, it is.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: So it would require purchasing four to six acres
out there.

MR. FLORES: The Anacon is a little under half an acre.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: So it would require substantial purchasing.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner, you're suggesting purchasing property
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that’s right next to the old-

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Where the district attorney is there on Sandoval
Street.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Is there property for sale there?

MR. FLORES: Well, we own one building. We own the Anacon Building.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: We own two buildings.

MR. FLORES: We own two buildings that are contiguous to each other.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: So we own an acre and a half.

MR. FLORES: An acre and a half is all we own right there. Now, that’s an
interesting scenario.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: He’s saying to purchase more property around there.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: You’d have to purchase more property around
there.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: But if they’re not selling.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: You have the power of condemnation. Of course
that’s an expensive option. But certainly it’s worth looking into I think. It’s a great location. It’s
already close to other courts. It keeps us downtown. We already have property. We already
own 1.5 acres there.

MR. FLORES: For clarification, Mr, Chair, Commissioner Campos, is that for
an admin complex or a courthouse?

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: No, the courthouse. What I suggested is that
where we have the courthouse currently, that would be part of the administration.

MR. FLORES: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Campos, I think that’s an interesting
scenario but part of the issue though is the DA’s office is set up for administrative purposes,
administrative offices. There’s not large conference space or courtrooms there. It’s only 20,000
square feet of building area. It’s a fifth of what we would need for a courthouse. Now, we
could go in and look at additional properties but my concern is that we keep band-aiding
buildings and we keep adding to - we’re not able to build in any efficiencies up front.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I'm not suggesting that you renovate that
building. You would probably raze it and put a new structure there. Consolidate various lots
and with adequate parking, and that’s one thing that I think would work. I want your
assessment eventually.

My last comment is your estimation of $35 million. I kind of think that’s a little bit low,
You talk about construction costs but we need to factor in parking. We may have to create
parking structures and those are very expensive and they’re not factored into you evaluation and
that could be another five million, Those pay off slowly too. This wouldn’t pay off at all; it
would be exclusively used for the courts, for the jurors, for the employees and for people who
go to and from. So I think your $35 million is low. Those are my comments. Thank you, Mr.
Chair.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Commissioner. Commissioner Vigil.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Tony, if I'm understanding
correctly, your recommendation to go out for the RFP to find out the highest and best use,
would incorporate some of the suggestions. It’s quite possible that they’d be looking at the
property we own also for an evaluation. So the RFP would be far more comprehensive than us
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trying to create a position. They’d give us more information with regard to what we would need
to do and be able to assess this alternative.

MR. FLORES: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Vigil, there would be two RFPs. The
first RFP would be purely for a formal process to identify sites, to a great detail, right down to
the nuts and bolts. The second RFP that I'm proposing is that after the Board decides with all
the options, and we pick site B of six, then we need to look at ~ or I would come back to the
Board to look at a scope of work for an RFP for best and highest use of the buildings that we
would be disposing of. So it’s two separate RFPs. I would like to do that at that point because
then we have a site identified. We’d be able to know with some certainty what the infrastructure
costs are, development costs, etc. And then we could look at the RFP for best and highest use
to be able to offset some of the costs, which to me is two separate processes.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Okay. I think I agree with Commissioner Campos
with regard to this being somewhat of a conservative figure but I don’t know that we can make
that assessment without knowing what is available and what specific costs would be available
once we are able to identify a site. So I guess the next question I would have, Judge Hall or
Judge Vigil, or Tony - and I’'m sort of coming in to the process right now so getting a learning
curve much more. Does the judiciary get assistance from the Administrative Office of the
Courts for these kinds of projects? Or does the judiciary lobby the state legislature? Because I
know on the federal government side there are courthouses that are built through federal funds,
but if this has already been addressed I apologize. It’s just not to my knowledge at this point.

JUDGE HALL: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Vigil, the law says that the County
must provide the facility. Essentially the furniture is paid for by the state. So whenever we go
through this process, there’s some state funds that come in. But beyond that, we can seek some
state funding and actually it’s included in this year’s request from the County for $1 million,
which we would target towards the planning and design side of it. Some of the architectural
numbers that we’re talking about here. Since I was here last and you had your gathering with
the legislators we’ve met with the legislators and I think there’s an interest in the Santa Fe
delegation to provide some capital funding for that purpose. Whether it will be a million dollars
or not, I don’t know, but Tony and I are working together on sort of lobbying in that direction,
and it’s our priority too, in terms of capital.

So I think some of this money can come in for planning and design out of this session,
and then later, when we get down to the point of actually furnishing the building, the state does
have some obligations to pay in that regard as well. And so we’ll be going back and seeking
that. For example, they just completed a courthouse in Roswell which the county constructed
and I think the state is going to contribute $300,000 or $400,000 in connection with the
furniture that’s going to go into that courthouse. So we’d be going through that same process.

Could I comment on one other thing, and that was the building where the district
attorney is? This has been a very long process for us and about four years ago we were looking
at various sites and we had an architect on a committee that told us that he thought if you took
the bar/restaurant on the corner there, the A Bar and took that piece of property along with the
two buildings owned by the County it was conceivable to construct a courthouse on that lot.
There would not be space for public parking. You could go down and do some parking for the
staff. But you’d have to look somewhere else for parking.

So just so you know this process has gone on for many years. We did take a look at
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that. The present County property is not big enough. But if you took that corner and found
somewhere else for parking it might be possible.

The other think I’d like to say is I hope we can go for a request for proposal. I think if
we individually explore sites we could do this for quite a long time. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Judge. Any other comments?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I"'m comfortable going with the
recommendation that staff has given us here. I think I would rather start out on the conservative
side and if we need to move up beyond that at some point well then I think we’ll know once we
get the RFPs back where we’re sitting or standing. So I’'m comfortable with moving forward on
this.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner, do you feel that with the - I know
there’s the issue of the county seat. So are we going to accept proposals from out of the county
seat, and then in the meantime Steve will look into the situation to see how we could solve that
issue if it comes up?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Mr. Chair, I think we should.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Okay.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: I think we should not limit our options but
leave them open.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Does that include - we’re not making a motion or
anything, but does that include giving them direction to go forward with the architect at the
same time?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: That would be my suggestion.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: You always get into these RFPs and I'm a
little confused as to what it’s going to include. Everyone has their vision of it but it seems to
me, number one, that it might be a little premature to hire the architect until we have some
sites. Judge Hall, some day we’re going to have to talk about sites.

JUDGE HALL: Oh, I know. Just trying to get to the information.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: It is the bottom line that we have to think
about where you can fit. Now, if you can take the Paramount Building there, you’re right.
Exactly right. You’d fit the building on there but the parking would have to go somewhere else
and then the question is Where else? I don’t know if we have ever looked at the railyard site.
Can we fit in the railyard?

MR. FLORES: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Sullivan, actually we had the
discussion, Rudy and myself, about three and a half hours ago at the session. We had actually
thought of looking at the option of acquiring some property from the City as part of this
process, or have them put in an application. It’s something that we’ve discussed. I know years
ago when I was at the City, when I started out in land use, that was the site that had been
selected for an administrative complex for the City and the County and a little bit for the courts.
So that was the discussion in 1989. So we would ask that the City propose also. If we had that
option.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So in this RFP then, anyone who has some
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property who wants to make a proposal -

MR. FLLORES: That meets these criteria.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: But then you mentioned also something about
evaluating sites that we’ve brought forward. Like the one that Commissioner Campos just
mentioned. Is that going to be part of the RFP?

MR. FLORES: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Sullivan, we would — I guess my
concern on that is — well, two issues. I think we need to do that, but we run into the same
problem that we do with Community Development Block Grant applications where the County
is actually bringing their applications forward. I think that puts us in an interesting situation
when it’s a public process. So I’'m not quite sure how we would do that. I think we do need to
evaluate some of the sites and some of the options, but I would want it to remain in the public
process. I'd have to work with Steve and see how we can ensure that.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Maybe then, getting back to the architect,
maybe it would be good to go ahead and put the architects RFP out and state that the first phase
would be working with the staff -

MR. FLORES: For site evaluation.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: For site evaluation, and that’s the end of the
first phase. With an option to continue in design. I would want that option to not move forward
with the architect, because there are some architects who are very good at building one-story
buildings and parking, and there’s other architects that are much more experienced at doing
multi-storied buildings in more urban environments. And depending on where we end up, we
might not want to go with that architect throughout the balance of the process. Plus just
working with the architect, if he or she couldn’t get along with the courts, and sometimes that
happens. There’s just issues.

MR. FLORES: I like that idea, actually.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: So that would seem to work. The last question
was did we even look at the County Health Building. How big is that side?

MR. FLORES: The one on Letrado?

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Yes. Next to the Salvador Perez pool.

MR. FLLORES: We have .977 acres, about 11,000 square feet of building.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Okay, so that’s only an acre and there’s no
place -

MR. FLORES: And that’s 100 percent occupied by the District 2 Health. And
that’s one of the issues getting back to the law enforcement complex. If we move the DAs we
have to house them somewhere. That’s one of the statutes also. So displacement of a state
agency to accommodate one state agency puts us back in the same situation we’re in today. So
we would have to look at that as well because the DA’s office, the health office, the courts, and
juvenile probation and parole are all wards of the County so to speak.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: We also have some that are hanging on there
that we’re not supposed to be housing and we are, right?

MR. FLORES: No.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Are you sure?

MR. FLORES: We are required by law to house JPPO, which actually left on
their own, district courts, district health and the DA. Those are the four that we’re required by
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law,

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Oh, I know what it was. They’re not paying
us. That’s what.

MR. FLORES: None of them are paying. No offense, Judge.

JUDGE HALL: And we’re not going to.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: That will be part of the statute change. They
need to pay rent. Okay, so then this RFP would be for people to submit sites and the
architectural RFP would be to evaluate the submitted sites and make recommendations to the
Commission, and also to evaluate staff-generated sites, including those — we’ve already paid
for one study here and maybe more. Including that plus others that people have brought
forward and to compare them with those that are being brought forward.

MR. FLORES: My timing was to let both RFPs at that same time, but leave the
site selection out longer than the architectural RFP so that we could hire the architect and not
have the site back in place so that they could provide that expertise to us. So my schedule
indicated a longer process for the site selection RFP and a normal process for the A&E
services. What we could do is instead of having our normal programming schematic, design
development, all the way done, we could do the phase one or step one, would be that
evaluation. And only upon written notice, just as we do with our other architectural agreements,
they can proceed to the next stage, but it has to be approved by the Board. I welcome that idea.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Montoya, the rest of the
Commissioners, do you agree with what Commissioner Sullivan is saying on the phasing part?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: That’s fine with me.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I’'m comfortable with it, Mr, Chair,

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Judge.

JUDGE HALL: A mild dissent here. An architect for a courthouse is a pretty
specialized thing and I honestly don’t think there’s much to be gained from phasing that in.
From saying, okay, we’re going to have one architect that’s going to advise you on what’s the
appropriate site and then the inevitable delay of going through a request for proposal for a
second architect. I just don’t see — because we're talking about someone who has specialized
knowledge regarding court building and this is slower than I would like but it’s moving
forward. I would hate to see that additional delay put in. I don’t see a real problem with getting
an architect on board that’s going to carry us through the process. So I guess I'd ask you to
consider that.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Tony.

MR. FLORES: Mr. Chair, Judge Hall, as a point of clarification, I don’t think
it’s the intent that we would have a second solicitation.

JUDGE HALL: Unless we hated the guy.

MR. FLORES: Yes. We would go through a normal RFP process, use the
evaluation criteria, so I don’t see the necessity for two REFPs, it would just be the first
component of the RFP, much like a programming phase.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: It would be the first phase but we would have
the option to not commit the County to a future phase if we found the architect was unqualified.

JUDGE HALL: And if the architect was good we could simply go forward.
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COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Absolutely. There would not need to be
another RFP.

JUDGE HALL: Then I misunderstood. That’s fine.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: We could write it that way, but we have that
clear delineation so you don’t commit beyond that first phase. And it’s also a carrot and stick
thing too. They do a good job on the first phase -

MR. FLORES: It’s a standard agreement for them right now that they can’t
complete the next phase until we give them notice. So it’s part of the A&E service already. We
would just add that component as the first part of it.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: But then there’s no commitment beyond that
phase. At the option of the County we could go out. I think you’re exactly right. It would be a
drastic move. Hopefully, they would do their process right the first time.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Campos.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Flores, I'm assuming we're going to get an
architect that’s a specialist in the design of courthouses up front.

MR. FLORES: Mr. Chair, that would be the intent of the RFP. As you all
know there are six criteria that are required by statute that deal with that. One is specialized
design technical competence. Now, we have to take those at a minimum but nothing precludes
us from adding to those evaluation criteria of what we’d be looking for. So yes, I would say
that we need to hire an architect that is not a residential home designer or commercial developer
that is specialized or has the experience in this area. So yes. We would add evaluation criteria
that would broaden the existing requirements by statute for a specialized firm.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Okay. Thank you.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Sullivan.

COMMISSIONER SULLIVAN: I think it’s good, Tony, that you brought that
up because I think we need to modify the criteria that we normally have. It’s pretty generic and
I know it’s the General Services Department criteria, but for example — and you could work
out those criteria with the courts to have some specific issues. And one criterion I'd like to see
have at least five points out of 100 is a local architect. Someone from Santa Fe County. We are
consistently using architects in Albuquerque, who although they’re good architects, I just feel
that sometimes we overlook the expertise that we have locally. That doesn’t mean that we’re
going to hire them because they’re from Santa Fe County, but if you put a few points of credit
in there, what I’ve seen happen over the last four years, we’ve been hiring in the City, more so
I think than the County, we’ve been hiring architects and engineers from Albuquerque and the
Santa Fe ones are not submitting anymore. They’re just totally unable to submit. They don’t
feel that the competitive environment is there for them and if we give them at least an indication
that we really do want somebody local, if we can find the right qualifications. And five points
isn’t going to tip the scales if we really have a super-qualified architect from Dallas or
Albuquerque that we just really feel is the cat’s meow. But if we have someone in Santa Fe that
really does their homework and really puts this box together, they might really surprise us.
That’s just my thoughts on some the criteria. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Mr, Chair.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Vigil,
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COMMISSIONER VIGIL: I'm theoretically in agreement with Commissioner
Sullivan’s statement that preference should be given to local architects, however, the specialized
area that we’re looking at may require us to look outside. And I think there’s also some
difficulty when you’re going out on RFP and trying to create preferences. I'm not too sure if
that creates an isolated issue and whether or not it brings forth any legal problems. I know that
that can happen when you’re giving preference to a particular sector of an industry on some
occasions. So while I agree in theory with Commissioner Sullivan, what I would just suggest is
that staff look into the option and find out if we can actually do that, because I think there’s a
practical argument here and that is there may not be architects available here in Santa Fe with
that specialized area, particularly as we're talking about issues with purchasing the district
attorneys’ office. One of the things that the previous assessment told us is that there has be
separate parking for the judges. You can’t create an underground parking for everyone. Those
kinds of issues need to be addressed and I wouldn’t want to limit our options.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Good comment. Any other comments? Well, I'd like to
say that I'd like to move forward as quickly as we can. I know the judges have been patient and
they’re running out of patience and I'd hate to see them coming in here screaming. Right now
they’re talking to us in a civil way. But I’d like to see us move forward. I know the
Commission would like to see this move forward and get them a new building. Whatever it
takes. We need to get this done. I do have issues with it being downtown and remodeling and
some of that doesn’t make sense to me but I’d like to see the properties that are out there; let
them come forward. And then we can look at those properties and make our evaluations with
those properties. I know we’re talking about — I agree with the Commission when they talk
about the site selection. I think that’s the way we ought to go and I think the phasing in as
Commissioner Sullivan brought up. We need to look at - I think it’s good to keep the business
here in Santa Fe County but if it’s going to create a legal issue we don’t want to go down that.
So do you have clear direction from the Commission?

MR. FLORES: Yes.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Commissioner Montoya.

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: At this time I’d like to make a motion that we
go with staff’s recommendation for a new judicial complex at a minimum cost of $35 million in
accordance with the processes and steps as outlined.

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

COMMISSIONER VIGIL: Second.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Mr. Chair, let me ask a question if that’s okay,
of the movant,. Just for clarification.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Go ahead.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: You're talking about the acquisition, the
architecture and the funding, right, Commissioner Montoya?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: Yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: And the downtown preference, which is what
Mr. Flores had indicated?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: That, I believe -

MR, FLORES: Mr. Chair, for a point of clarification. That at a minimum
would be the direction. However, as I indicated earlier, if the site selection process comes
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through and there is that best site somewhere else then we need to look at that as part of that
process.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: I agree, but you said that there was a consensus
in the Commission that it should be downtown, if you would recommend a preference to tell
people, Look, we’d like to have something downtown. That is our first choice.

MR. FLORES: Yes. That is my recommendation.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Is that your motion?

COMMISSIONER MONTOYA: If that’s his recommendation, yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER CAMPOS: Okay.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Any more discussion?

The motion to direct staff to proceed with the judicial complex as outlined above passed
by unanimous [5-0] voice vote.

CHAIRMAN ANAYA: Thank you, Judge.

JUDGE HALL: Thank you.

MR. GONZALEZ: Mr, Chair, members of the Commission, since we moved
that one other item to the next BCC meeting, that concludes the agenda.

V. ADJOURNMENT

Chairman Anaya declared this meeting adjourned at approximately 4:50 p.m.

Approved by: A

Boafd of County’Commissioners

7ﬂ<e Anaya, Zhaitim
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Project Overview

m To prepare a comprehensive assessment of
present and projected administrative and
judicial space needs. This information will be
used to assess the potential alternatives for
consolidation of County administration offices
and develop a master plan of county
administrative facilities. There are two phases:

v/ Phase I: Space Assessment identifies the o
existing and projected space requirements, | e,
assesses the condition of existing facilities,and |
identifies site alternatives and options for
meeting the space needs.

v Phase ll: Long-Range Facilities Master Plan will
document facility needs and recommended
strategies for meeting these needs and a facility
program for Phase 1 improvements.

Strategies to
d
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Project Scope

m All departments indicated in yellow and agencies indicated in blue
are part of the study
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Existing Facilities and Sites
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Supply - County Facilities

m Assessed physical condition of study facilities

Adeministr i Busicks Sara Fa Couny Neads

Administration
102 Grant Ave.
Santa Fe, NM

"
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Functional Issues

m General administrative functional issues

v Functions are separated into multiple sites and facilities creating:
* Operational inefficiencies (travel time, face-to-face contact)
« Potential public confusion

v Inefficient / Inequitable distribution of space

v Poor quality space

v’ Poor accessibility
» Lack of public parking
* Lack of staff parking

m A description of each department and associated functional
issues is available (included in the Appendix of 8.04.04 BOC
briefing package)

Santa Fe County Space Needs Assessment
ARG 20321 Page: 12
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Functional Issues

m Judicial / Courts
v Space shortages - there are several areas of general
concern:

+ Queuing and waiting spaces for Clerk counters and program
waiting are too small

« Many program workstations and offices are seriously sub-
standard (i.e. Drug Court, efc.)

. There are not enough attorney/client conference rooms
« There is not enough prisoner holding space

+ Jury accommodations are 00 small

« Records storage is overcrowded

» Insufficient seating in some courtrooms

» Lack of sufficient public toilets on each floor

Santa Fe County Space Needs Assessment
ARC 20321 Page: 14
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Functional Issues

m Judicial / Courts (continued)

v Courtroom Limitations ~ Though still functional, the courtrooms present
several problems:

Round shape limits flexibility
Round shape of the well creates echo

Inadequate support spaces for courtrooms including entry vestibules and
attorney/client conference rooms

Lack of integrated courtroom technology (sound, environment, na_mm:ﬂmq.%_ etc.)

v Functional fragmentation

Clerk functions are divided

Support spaces are scattered throughout the building rather than being located with
the department using them.

Evidence storage is remotely (in the osa__:e focated rather than being inside the
Clerk’s offices

Adult and juvenile holding areas are widely separate from one another, complicating
staffing and control

Santa Fe County Space Needs Assessment

ARC 20321

Page: 16
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Space Demand Factors

Personnel Projections
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Existing / Projected Personnel

m Courts/Judicial Personnel Projections

Santa Fe County, New Mexico

| 2004/Existing 2008 2013 2018 2023
Dept/Div. Position Full Time]  Contract Totall | Full Time|  Contract Total] | Full Time|  Contract Total] | Full Tme]  Contract Totel v:__d._.alm“ Cortract Total
LUDICIAL
Judicial Subtotal 20.00 11.00 .0 21.000 1200 33.00 23.00] 1390 36.00 26.00] 15.00 41.00 28.00| 16.00 44.00
ICT. ADMIN.
Ct. Admin. Subtotal 8.00 1.00 10.00. 9.00 3.00 12.00 10.00 .00 13.00 11.00 2.00 13.00 13.00 1.00 14.00
1
CLERK . L] . .
Clerk Subtotal 23.75 4.60 27.75 28.75 400 | 3275 28.75 4.00 | 3275 32.75 4.00 36.75 34.75 400 38.75
[
[SPECIAL PROGRAMSIFAMILY COURT SERVICES
FCS Subtotal 16.25 5.50 21.75 18.25 8.00 | 26.25 18.25 9.08 27.25 || 2350 8.00 32.50 23.50 10.00 33.50
|SPECIAL PROGRAMS DRUG COURT :
_ _ _uEmQ. Subtotal 8.00 0.00 - 3.00 2.00 0.00 | - 9.00 11.00 0.00 | - 11.00: 12.00 0.00 12.00 12.60 0.00 12.00
|SPECIAL PROGRAM - ADR | ) T
Spec Prog Subtotal 25.25 5.50 30.75 28.25] 8.00 [ - um.mw 31.25 9.00 | : -40.25 37.50f  9.00 46.50, 37.50] 1000 47.50
I o - R
1
[TOTAL JUDICIAL SYSTEM STAFF 78.00 21.50 90.50 87.00 27.00 | 114.00 93.00 20.00 | 12200 || - 107.25 30.00 | 137.25 113.25 3100 | 14425
Average yearly growth rate 2% 1.40% 2.50% 1.02%

Santa Fe County Space Needs Assessment
ARC 20321 Page: 22
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County Demographics

m Population Growth

Santa Fe County Historic and Projected Population 1990 - 2030

230,000
Historic Projected \
210,000
190,000 : \
@ 170,000
T
[+
i
I _
o 150,000
130,000
110,000 \
90,000
1590 2000 2010 2020 2030
—— A, Pitts Series 98,928 129,292 153,091 177,949 202,512
—a— BBER . 98,528 129,292 158,624 191,403 - 226,012
Source: U.S. Census 1950 & 2000, Al Pitts *Most Likeiy Years
Growth" Series, 2003 and Bureau of Business and
Economic Research, 2002. —e— A, Pitts Series —=— BBER

Santa Fe County Space Needs Assessment
ARG 20321 Page: 24
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County Demographics

m Peer Counties

Santa Fe County and Peer Counties Basic Characteristics
Percent 2000 2000 Unincorporated
Estimated Growth  Change Population County Size Unincorporated  Portion of
Population Population Population  1990- 1990to  Major Cityin  of Major (Square County County
1990 2000 2002 2000 2000 County City Miles) Population Populaion
New Mexico
Santa Fe 98,928 129,292 134,525 30,364 30.7% Santa Fe 62,203 1,909 62,613 48.4%
Dofia Ana 135,510 174,682 178,664 39,172 28.9% Las Cruces 73,539 3,804 83,253 47.7%
SanJuan 91,605 113,801 120,367 22196 - 24.2% Farmington 37,844 5,538 69,579 61.1%
Colorado
Larimer 186,136 251,494 264,605 65,358 35.1% Fort Collins 118,652 2,640 69,310 27.6%
Mesa 93,145 116,255 121,419 23,110 248% Grand Junction 41,986 3,346 64,373 55.4%
Arizona _ , :
Coconino 96,591 116,320 128,925 19,729 20.4% Fiagstaff 52,894 18,608 56,188 48.3%
Source: U.S. Census and Counties.

Santa Fe County Space Needs Assessment
ARC 20321 Page: 26
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County Demographics

m Peer Counties
(continued)

v' Among the six
counties
evaluated,
Santa Fe had
the second
lowest
employees
/1,000 total
population.

Santa Fe County Space Needs Assessment
ARC 20321 Page: 28

Santa Fe County and Peer Counties
Administrative Employees Comparison

Numbers of Full Time County

Proportional Relationships

Employees
Full Time Admin.
Total Full Time Admin.| Employees/
Admininistrative |Employees/ 1,000( Square Mile of
Counties Total Employees*} Employees™ Population County Area
New Mexico
Santa Fe 635 204 - 1.52 0.11
Dofia Ana 730 198 1.11 0.05
San Juan 824 338 2.81 0.06
Colorado
Larimer 1,048 624 2.36 0.24
Mesa 848 454 3.74 0.14
Arizona
Coconino 754 350 2.71 0.02
Median 2.54 0.08
Average 2.37 0.10

Sources: Respective OOE&. Human Resources Departments contacted by ARC.

*Not Including Courts , District Attomey Office or RPA
** Excluding: Public Works, Sheriff's Department, Fire Marshall, Courts, Distict Attorney and Detentiol
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Demand - Peer

Santa Fe County and Peer Counties
Administrative Employees Comparison

no 3“Q1 mmoz chcmaM“a “ﬂﬁﬁmnccze Proportional Relationships
Full Time Admin.
" . . scrincsatve |Emaloyece 1000| S st o
- -—-:m mxv¢n.ﬂmﬁ— mﬁwmwzm Counties Total Employees®| - Employees™ Population County Area
. . . New Mexico
scenario for administrative Y 20 ) o
. o . Dofia Anal 730 198 1.11 0.05
personnel is consistent with an an Juen] 824 3% 281 006
. Colorado
assumption that personnel / (arimer] 1008|624 2% 0%
. . . Mesa 848 454 374 0.14
1000 population will remain Arizona
. Coconino 754 350 2.71 0.02
relatively constant Median 254 008
Average 2.37 0.10

Sources: Respective County Human Resources Departments contacted by ARC.

*Not Inciuding Courts , District Attormey Office or RPA
* Excluding: Public Works, Sheriff's Department, Fire Marshall, Courts, Distict Attomey and Detentiol

The number of county
administrative employees would
increase if the personnel / 1000

Projected Administrative Employees

. . . ‘ Yea 2004 2006 2009 2014
popu lation ratio is closer to Santa Fe County Population Projection**| 138,652 | 142,778 | 151,020 | 168,567
ﬁmm rs _ Total employees/1000 {constant) - 1.52 1.52 1.52 152
Employees* 210 217 229 256
. Self Projection 204 214 239 273
% Difference 3% 1% 4% 6%
Employees/1000 (increase) 1.52 1.75 2.00 2.25
Employees* 210 250 302 379
Self Projection 204 214 239 273
% Difference 3% 17% 26% 39%
Santa Fe County Space Needs Assessment **Assumes BBER projection series

ARC 20321 Page: 30
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Preliminary Facility Goals

m Form ,

v Provide access to public (e.g., visibility, accessibility)

v Provide quality environment (e.g., attract and retain personnel)
m Function/Time

v Improve service delivery and access to information

v/ Provide adequate space (enough space for functions)

v/ Provide BE.Q (in space)

v/ Provide efficient/effective space organization (e.g., maximize
required adjacencies)

v Provide flexibility to meet future needs

v Provide appropriate security for function
m Economy

v Reduce operational expenses

v Provide long-term asset value

Santa Fe County Space Needs Assessment
ARC 20324 Page: 32
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‘Organizing Concepts

B Consolidated Administration
(continued)

v Growth/Change

« Assume organizational structures will
change - but basic functions will remain
Similar

* Anticipate change - plan for growth (plan
for long-term)

— Plan for mid-term personnel (minimum) and
allow expansion capability for the future
« By addition
+ Grow into (shell space or lease in interim?)

~ The County should build on a site with
reasonable expansion potential
(accommodate at least 50% more facility than
long-term forecast if possible).

Santa Fe County Space Needs Assessment

ARC 20321

Page: 34
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Organizing Concepts

m Consolidated Administration
v’ Plan for Security

' Open
|
7~ .
i Monitored
) All public monitored
1 Well lighted by receptionist or
! Sm:mm guard
1 surveillance Visual surveillance
1 (avoid blind
| areas) A
! Possibly TV
1 monitoring Application:
| General
! Application: info Desk / Public Lobbies
i Security Public service
i Public Parking functions
| Public Plazas
| open spaces efc.
“
]
i
N L

|||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||||| -

Application:
Limited access
areas such as IT
area, equipment
rooms, vauits?

Santa Fe County Space Needs Assessment
ARC 20321 Page: 36



SFC CLERK RECORDED 04,/07/720005

18 ebed 12602 Qv
JUsLISSasSY SpasN aoeds Ajuncy o4 ejueg

Smh.m pue jjqnd) seaie buosyy
poddns aoedsyiom paiinbai Wb jeinjeN
jJuawuodiaua bunjiom aanisod ajowold ,

aoeds
9Jed0j|e pue abeuew 0} poylaW Jeajd pue Jug)sisuod e dojsasp —

ale Aay} oym ueyy Jayjes - op sjdoad jeym oy buipiodoe —
Jauueuw JusjsIsuod e Ul 8deds a8)eaojjy

aoeds jo uonnqujsip ajqeyinba apiroid ,
(panuiuos) uonessIUIWLPY PajJepPIOSUc) =

sidascuoy buiziuobup



Organizing Concepts

m Judicial / Courts

v Zoning ~ Provide separate public, prisoner and judicial zones

v’ Paired court sets ~ Plan courtrooms in pairs to facilitate direct secure
prisoner access (shared holding areas)

v Paired judicial office sets ~ Pair judicial office sets to permit sharing of
support spaces and to facilitate staff interaction and mutual assistance

v Separate secure prisoner delivery direct to courtrooms ~ Never move
prisoners through public spaces but always deliver by means of secure
elevators and corridors directly to dedicated and secure courtroom entries

v Judicial offices grouped with Courtrooms ~ Distribute judicial offices on
the floors with courtrooms rather than grouped on a separate office floor.

v High volume functions low in building ~ Locate the highest volume public
functions as low in the building as possible. nocn_ programs and clerk
functions are best suited to this location.

Santa Fe County Space Needs Assessment

ARC 20321

Page: 38
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Space Needs

m Methods
v Calculated

* Space allocated for personnel by consistent standards (NM Space
Standards, Court planning standards)

« Workspace support allocated by number of persons
 Specialized space itemized and estimated

v General Office Standards
* GSA - 160 nasf/ person (includes workspace support)

Santa Fe County Space Needs Assessment
ARC 20321 Page: 40
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Space Needs

Santa Fe County Space Projections by Type (Expected Scenario)

140,000

120,000

100,000
2
80,000
=
=
o
177
& 60,000
(&)
40,000
20,000
Current 2005 Expected : 2009 Expected 2014 Expected
& Consolidated Administration M District Attorney O Courts/Judicial*
% e : NASF - Net assignable square feet {square footage you use)
CourtshJudicial projected to 2008 and 2013 DGSF - Department Gross Square Feet (NASF plus internal circulation)
GSF - Gross Square Footage square footage you pay for)
Santa Fe County Space Needs Assessment Efficiency - Ratio of NASF/GSF . .
ARG 21321 Page: 42 Tare = GSF - NASF (what is left over ... corridors, walls, stairs /elevators,

- mechanical spaces, janitorial)
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Conceptual Relationships

Cluster 1 Cluster 4

¢ County

and Health
¢ Development

Financial
Services .

[ Utlities

.«/sx

Cluster 3

Santa Fe County Consolidated Facilities
Conceptual Relationships

ARC-5.26.04

v' “Bubbles” are scaled to reflect space needs

v’ Diagrams of each cluster are available (not
included in BOC briefing package)

Santa Fe County Space Needs Assessment
ARC 20321 Page: 44
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$_§P

m Judicial Complex

7 3 Dimensional
relationships
showing
separation of
circulation
paths for public,
judges and
detainees

Santa Fe County Space Needs Assesstment
ARC 20321 Page: 46
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Cost Impacts

m Cost Impacts
v Quantity of space
v Quality of space
v'When constructed (inflation assumption)
v Type of parking (surface vs. structured)

Santa Fe County Space Needs Assessment
ARG 20321 Page: 43
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Site Alternatives
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Site Alternatives

m Preliminary Site Evaluation Matrix

{4) Parking structure cost would be shared with private development

Santa Fe County Space Needs Assessment

ARC 20321

Page: 52

Utility Avaitability Access and Parking Cost
: Patential to
Accommodate Long- Satisfy
Range Site Pedestrian | Parking in | Public
Site Size | Expansion Santa Fe County | Context/ ’ Vehicular | Access+ | Surface | Parking | Acquisition Prelim.
L # Site Name Location | (Acres) ; Potential Zoning Needs Character | Water | Sewer | Power | Access | amenities Lots? | Available? Cost Site Dev. Cost (§M) Notes
[
_ Deveiop- of ac. Site
| 1-25 and B - New development Part of master
| 1| LosSoera Contlos 75 | EZ nstbational | [l _ ngarea, | ] | W | M | O [} Doncied | 8516 "y
i in County )
(well) : extension
. Polentially
: New or New ) ; ' of 15 ac., site historic buildings
X ! , ¢ Cemilios {usable} . Semi- : Lease fno N ' g
2 Indian School and Navajo | Toi s 0 Not Appicable W +Raseo | O E B B O O ] ) m&,m -49 developiment | onsite. Master
o existing : proposd and parking plan being
developed
i ; Development will}
| Judge Steve i Catronf i BCD - Marcy : + cost of require
3. Hemera Judical Griffind 2% Subdistirct, Historic | [] Courtsonly | Urban BE B B O [ ] ] O | county-owned i $550 temporary temporary
| Complex © Grnt District ffuture ity ; faciities relocation of
: structure) courts
SW comer . m_w_oaomwm_”_msm% Site
Cathedral/Marian |  of Marcy Various development, .
4 HallSt. Vincent and {usable). D zm_.nﬁm.mm. Palace ] . Ursan B ] ] D n ] Lease (no $960 bty upgrade Master plan in
S Sireet Total site Subdistricts, optons proposal yet) / development
e Paseo de 12 i Eastside Histvi avaiiable [} {proposed {4} and parking
stside Historic shuche
Peralia District structure)
Old Pecos :
. Trait and St. ) . Admin. Site
5| EkslodgeSie Moot | 8 R zoning distict | ] needsonly | SUbuben H WH B [ ] S| 82642 et
Drive ;
B Yes {Excellent) Notes: (1) This site has current and future office / support space which could serve as expansion
a Partial {2) This site has strong potential for public ransportation service to offset parking requirements
{blank} No (Poor) {3) A new courthouse structure wolskd have undergrotind parking for judicial employees only
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Site 1 - Las Soleras Site
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Site 2 - Santa Fe Indian School Site
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Site 2 - Santa Fe Indian School Site

. SITE# 2 - INDIAN SCHOOL (OPTION 2) B Simmman?”

eds Assessment
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SITE# 3 - DISTRICT COURT
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Site 4 - Cathedral Site Photos
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Architectural Research Consultants, Incorporated

Albuguerque, New Mexico - 505-842-1254 » Fax 505-766-9268 » internet: www.ARCplanning.com




Harry B. Montoya
Commissioner, District 1

Virginia Vigil

Commtissioner, District 2

Michael D. Anaya

Commissioner, District 3

Date:

To:

From:

Paul Campos
Commissioner, District 4

Jack Sullivan

Commissioner, District 5

Gerald T.E. Gonzélez
County Manager

MEMORANDUM

January 19, 2005
Board of County Commission
Tony Flores, Project & Facilities Management Department Directo%

Santa Fe County Space Analysis and Long Range Facility Plan

Background and Summary

On June 23, 2003, the Board of County Commission approved a scope of work for a
Long Range Facilities Needs Assessment. The assessment was broken into two (2)
distinct phases: (1) a needs assessment for county administrative offices over a twenty
year (20) period and; (2) the development of a long range facilities plan that addressed
county facilities current physical state as well as potential future uses.

Subsequently, on February 10, 2004, the Board approved a professional service
agreement with the firm of Design Collaborative Southwest/ARC Incorporated to
develop the assessment. On August 31, 2004, the consulting team presented a brief
presentation and update on the plan with the recommendation that the board conduct a
special study session to allow for a full presentation on the analysis.

During the special board meeting of November 16, 2004, the board prov1ded various
points on the development of a County Administration Complex and/or 1¥ Judicial
Courthouse. The points included maintaining a presence of the County Administration
functions in the downtown area, developing a campus environment for functions on a
large vacant piece of property, to building a new courthouse and renovate the existing
courthouse into County administration space.

Based upon these discussions, staff, 1 Judicial Court staff, and Design Collaborative
Southwest have prepared different scenarios including processes (steps) for project
development, implementation schedules and funding options.

102 Grant Avenue

e PO.Box276 e Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-0276 @ 503-995-2732 @ FAX: 505-986-6206
www.santafecounty.org
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Recommended Action

Staff has developed a project-working budget (attached) that provides for each item of
project development. It is important to note that the estimates are on the high end to
insure that the 1** Judicial Courthouse is completed in line with court standards as well as
presents/future infrastructure demands.

It is also the position of the Project & Facility Management Department that the County
will realize cost efficiencies and savings as the project is developed, and these savings
would allow the County capital outlay dollars for the renovation of the existing court
complex (as permitted by statute) as part of the development of a new administration
building.

At this time, staff is recommending the development of a new 1 Judicial
Courthouse/County Administration Complex at a maximum cost of $35 million dollars in
accordance with the processes (steps) as outlined.

S00C/L0/F0 dHTIODHY MHHTY 248
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1%t Judicial Court
House
35.0 M

Contingency
Furnishings
Equipment
4.0 M
(10% Cont./7.5%
Furrishings)

Construction
236M
(110ksqgft @ $215sqft)

Professional Services
24 M
(10%)

Site Acquisition
50M

Survey

Topo Survey

=5
(omeem)

Environmental
Assessment

H

> |

Archaeological
Review

i

*

($100K)
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