Public Comment Database Summary with Staff Analysis and Recommendations

ID Property First Name Last Name
1 99000328 Harold and  Zuschlag
Penny
2 Lots owned: 910015743; Barry Green
910015742; 970000103;
910004599;

910004600. Lots sold:
970000496; 970000495;
970000497; 970000498;
970000100; 970000101; and
950003024. Lots requesting
change on: 970000496,
970000495, 970000497,
970000498.

3 910004179 John Holloman

Thursday, December 03, 2015

Comment Summary

Request to change from Ag/Ranch
to Rural. Most parcels in the area
are smaller and property owner
would like to be able to create 40
acre parcels.

Requesting to change from Rural
Fringe to Rural Residential or
Residential Fringe because the
parcels are in the same area.

Requesting to change from
Ag/Ranch to Rural because the
parcel is not consistent with the
zoning in the surrounding parcels.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

This is a remote area (Glorieta Mesa) that consists
primarily of parcels of 20- to 160-acre or larger size,
and generally has poor road access. This area is
located within a highly significant habitat area and is
identified as “Ag/Ranch” on the SGMP Future Land
Use Map. Density bonus section would allow
increased density with 75% open space conservation.
Recommendation: No Change

The zoning of the area is question reflects a logical
progression of densities going southeastward from
the Canada de Los Alamos traditional community,
based on the average existing parcel size within each
particular zoned area. Densities higher than those
that are proposed are not advised due to the
groundwater availability limitations in this area.
Recommendation: No change.

This is a remote area (Glorieta Mesa) that consists
primarily of parcels of 20- to 160-acre or larger size,
and generally has poor road access. This area is
located within a highly significant habitat area and is
identified as “Ag/Ranch” on the SGMP Future Land
Use Map. Density bonus section would allow
increased density with 75% open space conservation.
Recommendation: No Change
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ID Property

4 99207233

5 All properties along State

road 472

6 General Comment

Thursday, December 03, 2015

First Name Last Name Comment Summary
William G Auto What happens when the deed
and Linda M requires a parcel to be splitinto 5

acres but the zoning is residential
estate? Requesting a change from
Residential Estate to Residential

Fringe.
William G & Auton The deeds on at least 5 require 5
Linda M acres. Requesting a change from
Residential Estate to Residential
Fringe.
William G Auton Parcels are deeded as 5 acre lots
and Linda M and no subdivision is permitted.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

This area is located to the northeast of the Town of
Edgewood. The proposed zoning is based on the
location and general character of this area, the
current hydrologic zone and the availability of central
water in the vicinity. Any private deed restrictions
that limit densities to 1 dwelling per 5 acres would
continue to be in effect, regardless of the zoning
district established in the SLDC. Recommendation:
No change.

This area is located to the northeast of the Town of
Edgewood. The proposed zoning is based on the
location and general character of this area, the
current hydrologic zone and the availability of central
water in the vicinity. Any private deed restrictions
that limit densities to 1 dwelling per 5 acres would
continue to be in effect, regardless of the zoning
district established in the SLDC. Recommendation:
No change.

This area is located to the northeast of the Town of
Edgewood. The proposed zoning is based on the
location and general character of this area, the
current hydrologic zone and the availability of central
water in the vicinity. Any private deed restrictions
that limit densities to 1 dwelling per 5 acres would
continue to be in effect, regardless of the zoning
district established in the SLDC. Recommendation:
No change.
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ID Property

7 General Comment

8 126000619

Thursday, December 03, 2015

First Name Last Name Comment Summary

Website is not user friendly.

Steven Rudnick All of Eldorado is zoned 1.75 acres,
how is the zoning designation
justified for Residential Estate?

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

No change requested.

The proposed “RES-E” zoning in the Eldorado
development corresponds to overall gross density of
the Eldorado subdivision (1 dwelling per 2.5 acres),
which includes the roads, open space, and wilderness
areas that are part of the Eldorado development.
Recommendation: No change.
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ID Property First Name

9 12905633 Dan and
Cyndi

10 58601312 Francois-
Marie

Thursday, December 03, 2015

Last Name

Korzec

Patorni

Comment Summary

I live on lot 99305416. Across HWY
285 is parcel 99305 416. The color
code is a red but the parcel
description on

page 2 calls for residential. Exactly
what is the zoning calling for? The
color code on the map is
Commercial

General. If it is commercial, | am
against it. This is all residential
area. There is enough commercial
off of Vista

Grande. Can my property be
commercial as well then?

Unhappy with the proposed zoning
of the 44 acres next to Las
Campanas being proposed
Commercial Neighborhood.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

The property referred to is in the U.S 285 South
Corridor District and is identified as residential estate.
Sites for commercial use along this segment of U.S.
285 have been designated in the corridor plan, in
order to provide for commercial uses to serve the
population in the surrounding area, but avoid strip
commercial development or significant intrusions
into surrounding residential areas.

Recommendation: No change.

The “Commercial Neighborhood” zoning on these
two parcels reflects the master plan that was
approved for the “Placita de la Tierra” project in
1997, which allows for the development of a
neighborhood commercial center. The northern 8.7-
acre parcel has already been developed for an office.
Recommendation: No change.
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ID Property

11 54048640

12 239207572

13 Eldorado

Thursday, December 03, 2015

First Name

Patricia

Dolores

Steven

Last Name

Paris

Borland

Rudnick

Comment Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

Is this parcel in the Village of Agua  The property identified is within the Agua Fria
Fria? What is the zoning Community District. Recommendation: No change.
designation?

| would like to know how my No Change requested.
parcels of land are zoned . | could
not tell by the map you submitted

to me.
It looks to me as if all of Eldorado The proposed “RES-E” zoning in the Eldorado
has been put into a 2.5 acres development corresponds to overall gross density of

residential zone [Residential Estate] the Eldorado subdivision (1 dwelling per 2.5 acres),
which is kind of interesting since all  which includes the roads, open space, and wilderness

2800 of us are on about 1.5 acres areas that are part of the Eldorado development.
average and the covenants call for = Recommendation: No change.
1 acre.

There are platted properties of
about 1.5 acres that are
undeveloped but for sale on my
street.

Please explain what this means.
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ID Property

15 4519 Agua Fria St

16 940001522

Thursday, December 03, 2015

First Name

Albert

Edmund

Last Name

Montano

Shedd

Comment Summary

This property received master plan,
preliminary and final development
plan for the storage and sale of
landscape materials. The proposed
Commercial Neighborhood zoning
would limit the uses of the prior
approval. The property owner is
requesting a PDD in order to have
the ability to amend his existing
plan to include uses within the PDD
designation that are not allowed in
the Commercial Neighborhood
district.

Requesting a change from CN to
PDD.

The property owner would like to
be able to have two dwelling units
on his 19.95 acres of land. The
zoning for the area is 10 acres per
dwelling unit [Rural Residential]
and being a half acre shy a second
dwelling with that much property
seems

unreasonable.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

This property is within the Agua Fria Community
District. The Commercial Neighborhood designation
is based on an approved master plan. The approved
master plan uses are allowed as conditional uses in
the Agua Fria “Commercial Neighborhood” zoning
district. Therefore, no change is recommended.
Recommendation: No change.

A change proposed to the SLDC would allow
administrative minor deviations to the density
requirements of 0.5% which would allow two lots on
19.95 acres. Recommendation: No change.
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ID Property First Name

17 186009084 AND 184981222 Victor

18 218 CAMINO LA TIERRA (Tax
Parcel Number:
910017463) & TOWN
CENTER AT LAS CAPANAS
(Tax Parcel Number:
990003334)

Steven and
Maria

19 910003717 Jerry

Thursday, December 03, 2015

Last Name

Archuleta

Hidalgo

Martinez

Comment Summary

Surrounding parcels are a
combination of Rural Residential
and Residential Community.

Requesting a change from Rural
Residential to Residential Estate.

Requesting a change from CN -
Commercial Neighborhood to RES-
E - Residential Estate for 218
Camino La Tierra and Town Center
at Las Campanas.

Unhappy that Public Hearing (1st) is

scheduled during holiday week

Concerned public comments are
being ignored.

Request approval to subdivide my
current 2.5 acres into two 1.25
acres. This will help me to provide
property for my children who are
native Santa Fe, NM residents.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

This is subdivided area south of Rio Chiquito, where
the lots are generally in the 6- to 12-acre range, with
an average lot size of 9.65 acres. The parcels in
question are 8.4 and 5.75 acres, respectively. This
area is in SDA-3 and is not served by a water system
and proposed zoning is in accordance with zoning
map criteria. Recommendation: No change.

The “Commercial Neighborhood” zoning on these
two parcels reflects the master plan that was
approved for the “Placita de la Tierra” project in
1997, which allows for the development of a
neighborhood commercial center. The northern 8.7-
acre parcel has already been developed for an office.
Recommendation: No change.

This property is shown as “Residential Estate” in the
La Cienega/La Cieneguilla Community Plan. The
predominate existing lot size in the area is about 2.5
acres. This area is not currently served by a central
water or sewer system. Allowing higher densities in
this area is not desirable, based on maintaining the
existing character of the area, and due to
groundwater constraints. An accessory dwelling unit
could be constructed in accordance with the SLDC.
Recommendation: No change.
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ID Property

20 78310975

21 910011414

Thursday, December 03, 2015

First Name

Chrisanne

Robert

Last Name

Finefrock

Tillman

Comment Summary

Requesting a change from Rural to
Rural Residential. She expects to
build single family home on the 16+
acres.

Request for a change from
Residential Estate to Commercial
Neighborhood.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

This area is located on the Madrid Plateau, and is in
SDA-3. Existing parcels below the minimum lot could
be developed as of right in accordance with the SLDC.
Establishing zoning that would increase base density
to 10- or 20-acre lots is not desirable due to zoning
map criteria, groundwater constraints, remoteness,
generally poor road access, and its low-density rural
character. Recommendation: No change

This property is within the La Cienega and La
Cieneguilla Plan District. The property does not have
zoning and this request was addressed through the
planning process. The decision was made not to
designate the subject parcel for commercial use at
this time, although it was noted by the planning
committee that the property owner still has the
option of submitting a rezoning request for
commercial neighborhood zoning. Recommendation:
No change.
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22

23

Property

36 ((950000308), 48
(26008680) and 50
(950000307) Pinon Jay Trail,

970002296

Thursday, December 03, 2015

First Name

Janice Band Heikenen
Gary S

Jerry

Lebo

Comment Summary

The parcel at 50 Pinon Jay Trail has
two zones - the main pie shaped
body is Residential Estate (as are
the other two lots) and the upper
portion which is a "tongue" that
follows Pinon Jay Trail towards the
end is listed as Residential Fringe.
We'd like the entire parcel to be
zoned Residential Estate instead of
splitting it into two zones. Please
advise us of your decision by email
at your earliest convenience. Cell is
906-370-6568 for clarification of
comments. We are out of state and
unable to attend the meetings, or
meet with you in person. However,

we hope to build in the near future.

Request for a change from Rural-
Residential to Residential Fringe
based on proximity to Chimayo and
Cundiyo.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

This property is divided into two zoning districts Res-
E and Res-F. The area is located in SDA-2 and the
entire parcel in question contains 3.6 acres. Based on
this information and since only a limited area is
involved, it is recommended that the northern 1.15
+/- acres of this parcel be changed to include the
entire parcel into “Residential Estate”.
Recommendation: Change the portion of Parcel
950000307 (1.15 +/- acres) from “Residential Fringe”
to “Residential Estate”.

This is subdivided area south of Rio Chiquito, where
the lots are generally in the 6- to 12-acre range, with
an average lot size of 9.65 acres. The parcel in
question is 10.1 acres. This area is in SDA-3 and is not
served by a water system and proposed zoning is in
accordance with zoning map criteria.
Recommendation: No change.
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ID Property First Name
24 Campbell Corp. Parcel State  Campbell
Highway 14 and 344 Corp

25 Light Industrial along Hwy 14 Walter
San Marcos
Association,
and others

Thursday, December 03, 2015

Last Name Comment Summary

Request for a change from
Ag/Ranch to Rural.

Wait Request for a change from Light
Industrial to Rural Fringe.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

This is an area of approximately 2,410 acres that has
been subdivided into 15 parcels of about 160 acres
each. These lots have been created by exemption.
The Campbell Corporation owns most of these
parcels, and also owns extensive areas to the south,
in the Town of Edgewood, and to the west, in
Bernalillo County and is largely located along the
Turquoise Trail National Scenic Byway.. The San
Pedro community lies to the east, which consists
mainly of parcels in the 10- to 40-acre range. The
entire area in question is in SDA-3 and is not served
by a central water system. Proposed zoning for this
area is in accordance with zoning map criteria.
Recommendation: No change.

Property identified in this area is identified in the
SGMP as Industrial Light. Staff has met with the
property owners representatives regarding the
proposed zoning. Reviewing a proposal from the
property owner Recommendation: Move Industrial
Light from State Road 14 one mile west to be
immediately south of the existing proposed light
industrial area adjacent to NM National Guard
armory. This would address concerns related to
visual impacts from industrial uses along SR 14 and
Turquoise Trail Scenic Byway.
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ID Property

26 910004509

27 PD2

Thursday, December 03, 2015

First Name

Cathie

Roger

Last Name

Wingert

Taylor

Comment Summary

Request to change the proposed
zoning from Residential Estate to
Residential Fringe to reflect existing
covenants.

Requesting that the to be amended
portions of PD2 be removed from
the Commonweal Masterplan be
zoned Ag/Ranch.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

This property, commonly known as “Rancho Verano”,
consists of 205 acres, and is located in the Eldorado
Water and Sanitation District, about a half-mile south
of Eldorado. There are existing covenants in place
that would restrict development. A master plan for
forty one 5-acre lots was approved in 1996 for the
property in question, although a plat was never
recorded subsequent to this master plan approval
(which has since expired). Considering the previously-
approved master plan and the deed restrictions in
place, it is recommended that the 205-acre parcel in
question be placed in the “Rural Fringe” zoning
district. Recommendation: Change to Residential
Fringe.

Staff is in process of reviewing proposed zoning for
area not included in Master Plan Amendment.

Staff has reviewed the area outside of the amended
master plan and is recommending the following
changes: Outside of the revised PD district, show the
northwestern 2,587 +/- acres of the Galisteo Basin
Preserve project in the “Rural” zoning district,
consistent with the SGMP Future Land Use Map, and
show the remainder 6,146 +/-acres of this project
(that is not in the revised “Trenza” master plan
boundary) to be in the “Ag/Ranch” zoning district.
Recommendation: Change PD to approximately 2502
acres (based on latest approved "Trenza” master
plan); change area outside of PD to “Rural”
(approximately 2,587 acres) and

“Ag/Ranch” (approximately 6,146 acres).
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ID Property First Name

28 910009156 John

29 910004343 (Rounsville) (also  William A
spelled Rounseville)
960001291 (Henson)
960001293 (Little Bluestem,
LLC)
54063744 (Little Bluestem,
LLC)

Thursday, December 03, 2015

Last Name

Finn

Eklund

Comment Summary

Requesting a change from RUR-R
[Rural Residential] to RES-F
[Residential Fringe].

Requesting a change from
Residential Estate (2.5 acres per
DU) to Rural Residential (10 acres
per DU).

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

This area is in the San Marcos District proposed as
“Rural Residential” zoning district. The San Marcos
District Community Plan analyzed development
patterns as a whole within San Marcos and within
the individual neighborhoods. Any revisions to the
proposed zoning map should be done pursuant to
revisions to the San Marcos District Community Plan.
Recommendation: No Change.

This area is identified as Residential Estate. There is
some concern with long-range groundwater
availability in this area and the need to provide a
transition between the “Residential Estate” (1 du/2.5
acres) that lies to the east, and the “Rural
Residential” areas to the west, which have been
developed for 10- to 15-acre lots in the “La Tierra”
subdivision which lies to the north and to the west.
Therefore, it is recommended that the parcels that lie
along the northern and western boundaries of the
“Residential Estate” zoning district (a depth of about
one-quarter mile) be changed to “Residential Fringe”
(1 du/5 acres). Recommendation: Change the
parcels that lie along the northern and western
boundaries of the “Residential Estate” zoning district
(a depth of about one-quarter mile) be changed to
“Residential Fringe” (1 du/5 acres). The 114-acre
parcel that lies in the southwestern corner of this
area would remain “Residential Estate” (1 du/2.5
acres).
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ID Property

30 950000210

31 76002603, 940001932,
940001933

32 99303038

Thursday, December 03, 2015

First Name

Richard

Sam

Gerard U.

Last Name Comment Summary

Fahey Requesting a change from RES-E
[Residential Estate] to RES-F
[Residential Fringe] based on
existing covenants.

Sloan Concerned that he will not be able
to build on parcels smaller than the
proposed zoning districts.

Quintana Requesting a change from RES-F (5
acres) to RES-E (2.5 acres).

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

This subdivision consists of 15 lots located along
Camino Nevoso, in the vicinity of Old Las Vegas
Highway and Two Trails Road. This area is already
subdivided for predominantly 5-acre lots, and is
served by the Sunlit Hills water system. The
proposed change to Residential Fringe is supported
by the community in this area to preserve existing
community character and groundwater constraints.
Recommendation: Change to “Residential Fringe”
zoning, but retain the “Residential Estate” category
on SGMP Future Land Use Map.

Section 1.11.7. of the SLDC indicates that previously
approved and platted land divisions, subdivisions, and
the lots created thereby, shall be recognized as
legally existing lots. Section 14. 10.3. also recognizes
non-conforming status and indicates the right to
develop legal lots under the base zoning district in
which parcel is located.

This area is located in SDA-2 and is in the current
Homestead hydrologic zone. This area contains
substantial steep slope areas which create a
significant constraint with respect to further
subdivision. The average lot size for this area is
about 5 acres. Recommendation: No change.
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ID Property First Name
33 LaTierra and Paseo La Tierra David
34 910004343 Thomas
35 960001291 Thomas

Thursday, December 03, 2015

Last Name

Nelson

Wehner

Wehner

Comment Summary

Requesting a change from
Residential Estate to Rural
Residential for large parcels east of
La Tierra and Paseo La Tierra
because of the hydrology in the
area.

Requesting a change from Rural
Estate to Rural Residential for the
parcel north of his parcel. Please
see attached comment.

Requesting a change from Rural
Estate to Rural Residential. Please
see attached comment.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

See staff analysis in Comment # 29.
Recommendation: Change the parcels that lie along
the northern and western boundaries of the
“Residential Estate” zoning district (a depth of about
one-quarter mile) be changed to “Residential Fringe”
(1 du/5 acres). The 114-acre parcel that lies in the
southwestern corner of this area would remain
“Residential Estate” (1 du/2.5 acres).

See staff analysis in Comment # 29.
Recommendation: Change the parcels that lie along
the northern and western boundaries of the
“Residential Estate” zoning district (a depth of about
one-quarter mile) be changed to “Residential Fringe”
(1 du/5 acres). The 114-acre parcel that lies in the
southwestern corner of this area would remain
“Residential Estate” (1 du/2.5 acres).

See staff analysis in Comment # 29.
Recommendation: Change the parcels that lie along
the northern and western boundaries of the
“Residential Estate” zoning district (a depth of about
one-quarter mile) be changed to “Residential Fringe”
(1 du/5 acres).
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ID Property First Name
36 910004343 Thomas
37 54063744 Thomas

38 960018106 and 910001476  Thomas

Thursday, December 03, 2015

Last Name

Wehner

Wehner

Wehner

Comment Summary

Requesting a change from Rural
Estate to Rural Residential for the
parcel north of his parcel. Please
see attached comment.

Requesting a change from Rural
Estate to Rural Residential. Please
see attached comment.

Requesting a change from Rural
Estate to Rural Residential. Please
see attached comment.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

See staff analysis in Comment # 29.
Recommendation: Change the parcels that lie along
the northern and western boundaries of the
“Residential Estate” zoning district (a depth of about
one-quarter mile) be changed to “Residential Fringe”
(1 du/5 acres).

See staff analysis in Comment # 29.
Recommendation: Change the parcels that lie along
the northern and western boundaries of the
“Residential Estate” zoning district (a depth of about
one-quarter mile) be changed to “Residential Fringe”
(1 du/5 acres).

See staff analysis in Comment # 29.
Recommendation: Change the parcels that lie along
the northern and western boundaries of the
“Residential Estate” zoning district (a depth of about
one-quarter mile) be changed to “Residential Fringe”
(1 du/5 acres).
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ID Property

39 409205512

40 910012001

41 1040067360

Thursday, December 03, 2015

First Name

Michael

Nancy

Gary

Last Name

Austin

Murata

Graham

Comment Summary

Requesting to change from Rural
Fringe to Rural Residential. Please
see attached comment.

Opposed to the proposed zoning of
Residential Estate for the parcels
adjacent to La Tierra.

Will existing lot owner who have a
lot smaller than the proposed
zoning district be granted waivers
in order to build houses on their
lot? Requesting a change from
Rural Residential to Residential
Estate.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

This parcel contains about 21.5 acres and is located
about three-quarters of a mile north of the Canada
de Los Alamos community. The parcels to the
northwest, west, and south of the property are about
160 acres, 50 acres, and 20 acres in size, respectively.
This area is in the Mountain Hydrologic zone and
more than half of the parcel in question consists of
slopes of 20 percent of more. Recommendation: No
Change

See staff analysis in Comment # 29.
Recommendation: Change the parcels that lie along
the northern and western boundaries of the
“Residential Estate” zoning district (a depth of about
one-quarter mile) be changed to “Residential Fringe”
(1 du/5 acres).

Section 1.11.7. of the SLDC indicates that previously
approved and platted land divisions, subdivisions, and
the lots created thereby, shall be recognized as
legally existing lots. Section 14. 10.3. also recognizes
non-conforming status and indicates the right to
develop legal lots under the base zoning district in
which parcel is located. Recommendation: No change.
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ID Property

42 99305099

43 910002984

44 99303229

Thursday, December 03, 2015

First Name Last Name
Steven LeBlanc
Ellen LeBlanc

Shaggy Peak
One LLC

Comment Summary

Requesting a change from RUR-R to
RES-F.

Requesting a change from RUR-R to
RES-F.

Requesting a change from RUR-F to
RUR-R.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

This is a 19.1-acre parcel that is located in a is a fairly
remote mountainous area, in the vicinity of Old Las
Vegas Highway, about 1 mile west of the Cananda de
Los Alamos community. About two-thirds of the
parcel consists of slopes in excess of 20 percent. The
parcel is located in the Mountain hydrologic zone.
Recommendation: No Change

This is a 15.8-acre parcel that is located in a is a fairly
remote mountainous area, in the vicinity of Old Las
Vegas Highway, about 1 mile west of the Cananda de
Los Alamos community. About eighty percent of the
parcel consists of slopes in excess of 20 percent. The
parcel is located in the Mountain hydrologic zone.
Recommendation: No Change

This is a 51.5-acre parcel that is located in a is a fairly
remote mountainous area, in the vicinity of Old Las
Vegas Highway, about 1 mile west of the Cananda de
Los Alamos community. About thirty-five percent of
the parcel consists of slopes in excess of 20 percent.
The parcel is located in the Mountain hydrologic
zone. Recommendation: No Change
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ID Property

45 238600758

46 54122709

47 54122880

Thursday, December 03, 2015

First Name

H. Ronald

Nancy and
Nino

Celina

Last Name

James Jr.

Padilla

Paul

Comment Summary

Requesting a change from RUR-F to
RES-F.

Requesting a change from RUR-R to
Commercial General.

Requesting a change from RUR-R to
Commercial General.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

This is a 5.3-acres parcel located on La Joya Road on
the south side of Interstate 25 in Glorieta area about
2 miles west of the San Miguel County line. These lots
are in the Homestead hydrologic zone and is in a high-
significance habitat area and is also located in the
“High” to “Very High” hazard area in the County’s
Urban Wildland Interface Code. Recommendation:

No Change

This is a 0.7-acre parcel located in the Village of Agua
Fria Community Plan District. The property is
currently a single-family dwelling. The Land Use Map
in the Agua Fria Community Plan is the basis for the
proposed SLDC Zoning Map in this community.
Recommendation: No Change

This is a 5.9-acre parcel located in the Village of Agua
Fria Community Plan District. The property is
currently developed for a single-family dwelling. The
Land Use Map in the Agua Fria Community Plan is the
basis for the proposed SLDC Zoning Map in this
community. Recommendation: No Change

Page 18 of 26



ID Property First Name

48 238500974 Joseph and
Marie

49 990003348 and 990003350  Joseph

50 Paul

Thursday, December 03, 2015

Last Name

Armijo

Karnes

Schweizer

Comment Summary

Requesting a change from TC to
RUR-F.

Requesting two parcels be changed
from RES-E to Mixed Use.

In support of the zoning map.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

This is a 3.2-acre parcel that lies immediately to the
west of the proposed Traditional Community zoning
district for the Glorieta community (the portion that
lies along N.M. 50, adjacent to the San Miguel County
line). Staff understands that this property owner is
requesting a change to TC from RUR-F. The
boundary of the Traditional Community zoning
district has been established and have been aligned
with parcel boundaries, as much as possible, on the
SLDC Zoning Map. Staff does not recommend
amending TC boundary. Recommendation: No
Change

Staff has reviewed this area and has determined that
the area does not currently have zoning and the Res-
E designation for this property is reasonable.
Recommendation: No Change

Commenter supports zoning map. No change
requested.
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ID Property

51 910004490

Thursday, December 03, 2015

First Name

Sara

Last Name

Jimenez

Comment Summary

Requesting a Conditional Home
Use Occupation for a small scale
winery.

Requesting change from TC to MU.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

This property is in the Pojoagque Community District.
The surrounding properties are in the Traditional
Community base zoning district. The proposed use
could be allowed as a home occupation or a small
commercial use is a conditional use the Pojoaque
Community District. Recommendation: No Change
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ID Property First Name Last Name Comment Summary

53 Sikh Community Amrit Khalsa Public Comment at BCC on
11.24.15.

The proposed TC zoning does not
fit with the existing development

pattern.

Requesting a change.

Thursday, December 03, 2015

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

Staff analyzed the area and met with a representative
of the Sikh community to determine what the
existing and proposed uses are on the parcels owned
by the Sikh organization in Sombrillo. Staff
determined that parcels proposed for “Traditional
Community” zoning, are currently being used for
agriculture, residences, religious uses, retreat
facilities, or small business uses (2,500 square feet or
less), and all of these uses are either permitted or
conditional uses in the “Traditional Community”
zoning district. There are two parcels that consist of
1.3 acres and 2.7 that currently have commercial or
non-residential uses and are located on major roads
(Sombrillo Road, State Road 106) located on the
periphery of the Sombrillo community. Due to the
existing uses of these two parcels, their location on
major roads, and the fact that commercial zoning
would not create a significant intrusion into the
Sombrillo community, it is recommended that these
parcels be placed in the “Commercial Neighborhood”
zoning district. Recommendation: Change parcels
18491828 and 910020840 along Sombrillo road
(occupying 1.3 and 2.7 acres, respectively), from
“Traditional Community” to “Commercial
Neighborhood”.
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ID Property

55 Golden Area

Thursday, December 03, 2015

First Name

Michael

Last Name

Galaviz

Comment Summary

Public Comment at BCC on
11.24.15.

Wish to maintain commercial
zoning.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

This is a 1-acre parcel located along the west side of
N.M. 14, at the northern end of the Golden
Traditional Community. The parcel is currently
occupied by a small retail establishment, with about
2,500 square feet of commercial floor area. Small
commercial uses of up to 2,500 square feet are
allowed as conditional uses in the “Traditional
Community” zoning district. Existing uses would be
allowed. Generally, where small isolated commercial
uses (of 2,500 square feet or less) are located in an
area that is generally shown as “Traditional
Community” on the proposed zoning map, these
parcels have also been recommended to be zoned
“Traditional Community”, rather than creating a
small isolated commercial zoning district. Doing so
avoids the possibility of allowing isolated commercial
uses that are of a scale and intensity that would be
incompatible with the existing or future residential
uses in the surrounding “Traditional Community”
area.

Recommendation: No Change
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ID Property

56  Sunlit Hills

Thursday, December 03, 2015

First Name

Dwight

Last Name

Nibbelink

Comment Summary

Public Comment at BCC on11.24.15.

Questions about changes to the
area.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

[see map for comment i.d. #30] This subdivision
consists of 15 lots located along Camino Nevoso, in
the vicinity of Old Las Vegas Highway and Two Trails
Road. This area is already subdivided for
predominantly 5-acre lots, and is served by the Sunlit
Hills water system. The “Residential Estate” zoning
proposed by the draft SLDC zoning map on the east
side of Old Las Vegas Highway largely follows from
the boundary of the Sunlit Hills water system in this
area. Much of this area has been subdivided into lots
in the 2.5-acre range, although there are small
subdivisions that contain predominantly 5-acre lots.
Similar comments were received from property
owners in the First Village/Second Village subdivision
along Village Lane (which lies about 2,000 feet to the
north of Camino Nevoso), during the review of the
3/21/14 draft of the SLDC zoning map.
Recommendation: Change to “Residential Fringe”
zoning, but retain the “Residential Estate” category
on SGMP Future Land Use Map.
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ID Property First Name Last Name Comment Summary
59 Turquoise Trail Trevor Burroughs Public Comment at BCC on
11.24.15.

Concerned that the entire zoning
concept is inappropriate and the
westside of Hwy 14 should have a
rural focused development.

Thursday, December 03, 2015

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

[see map for comment i.d. #25) The area along N.M.
14 is located in SDA-1, which the SGMP identifies as
the County’s “primary growth areas”, and is in the
County’s utility service. Central water is already
available to the site from the County system, and
provision of central sewer would be feasible in the
general planning timeframe for SDA-1 (20 years).
N.M. 14 is part of the Turquoise Trail National Scenic
Byway, so visual impacts to this highway would be a
significant concern; however, a 1,000-foot buffer
would be required between any commercial or
industrial use on the site and N.M. 14 (this buffer
would be 500 feet for residential development). In
the “Mixed-Use” zoning district, a 1,000-foot buffer
would be required adjacent to the San Marcos
Community, and projects would first be required to
go through a conceptual plan review. These
requirements would alleviate much of the concern
regarding compatibility with residential uses in San
Marcos. A 1,000-foot buffer would be required
between any commercial uses and N.M. 14, and a
500-foot buffer would be required for residential
uses. Commercial uses would be limited to 15% of
the project without TDRs, and would be limited to
50% of the project if TDRs are used.
Recommendation: No Change.
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ID Property

60

Thursday, December 03, 2015

First Name

Kevin

Last Name

Graham

Comment Summary

Public Comment at BCC on
11.24.15.

Questions on lot sizes.

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

[see map for comment I.d. #41]The "Rural
Residential" district within the San Pedro
Neighborhood Community Overlay Zoning District
contains several subdivided areas that consist
primarily of lots in the 5-acre range and even some
small subdivisions consisting of 1-acre lots. These
existing lot sizes were considered by the San Pedro
Planning Committee in formulating the San Pedro
Neighborhood Community Plan and Community
Overlay Zoning District. The decision was made to
create a single "Rural Residential" district in the
higher-density areas of San Pedro, based on the
overall predominate lot size of 10 acres, and due to
concerns related to preserving community character,
terrain constraints, visual quality, and groundwater
constraints (the area is located in the "Homestead"
hydrologic zone, which can only support densities of
about 1 du/40 acres). Existing lots that are under 10
acres would be "grandfathered" and can be
developed without requiring a variance or other
exception.
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Exhibit E: Public Comments
and Supplementary Material



Public Comment 1

ID| Property ,5;11 ,\Il‘ ;;te Comment Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
1 199000328 |Harold |Zuschlag |Request to change from [This is a remote area (Glorieta Mesa) that consists
and Ag/Ranch to Rural. Most |primarily of parcels of 20- to 160-acre or larger size,
Penny parcels in the areaare  [and generally has poor road access. This area is
smaller and property located within a highly significant habitat area and is

owner would like to be |identified as “Ag/Ranch” on the SGMP Future Land
able to create 40 acre Use Map. Density bonus section would allow
parcels. increased density with 75% open space conservation.
Recommendation: No Change

1. Harold and Penny Zuschlag Comment 10.30.15
1.A. Anonymous 11.24.15
1.B. lan Rosenkranz 11.24.15

1.C. Jim Siebert 11.24.15




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Friday, October 30, 2015 8:44:33 AM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance

Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

Most of the parcels in the subject area are smaller than the zoning shown on the zoning map except for lands
belonging to the parks or forest service. The property owner would like to have the opportunity to at least have the

ability to create 40 acre parcels like those who own property within the surrounding area.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

99000328

Property Owner (First Name)
Harold and Penny

Property Owner (Last Name)
Zuschlag

Physical Address of Property
262 Soaring Hawk Trail

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
AJR - Agriculture/Ranching

Requested Zoning Classification
RUR - Rural

Additional Comments
(No value)

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments

Comment 1



From: Chrisann N. Romero

To: Jennifer LaBar

Cc: Kristine Mihelcic; Tony T. Flores; Amy M. Rincon; Robert Griego; Paul Olafson
Subject: RE: Santa Fe County Public Comment Form

Date: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 1:09:08 PM

Hi Jennifer - Yes. We will add these comments to our database and respond to her inquiry.
Thanks,

Chrisann Romero

Administrative Assistant

Santa Fe County/Planning Division

102 Grant Avenue

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Phone: 505-995-2717

Fax: 505-820-1394

Email: cnromero@santafecountynm.gov

From: Jennifer LaBar

Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 12:56 PM

To: Chrisann N. Romero

Cc: Kristine Mihelcic; Tony T. Flores

Subject: FW: Santa Fe County Public Comment Form

Chrisann,

Will you please add to your comments/feedback? This came in on our online submission form, but is anonymous
S0 we cannot respond.

Thanks,

Jen

From: Anonymous [mailto:kbustos@santafecountynm.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 12:49 PM

To: Kristine Mihelcic; Jennifer LaBar
Subject: Santa Fe County Public Comment Form

Web form results:
[Anonymous submission]

Comments:

First, I wish to remain anonymous because of fear of retaliation from another land owner. My comments concern
comments on SLDC from Harold Zuschlag and John Holloman. Both individuals wish to change the current
zoning for their land on Glorieta Mesa from Agriculture/Ranching to Rural.

Both individuals have purchased the hundreds of acres they currently own with the intent of subdividing that land,
taking their profits, and leaving the problems for sustainability for others, particularly by taking more and more of a
limited water supply at the expense of other current owners in the area.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 1.A



From: Chrisann N. Romero

To: Robert Griego; Amy M. Rincon
Subject: FW: Santa Fe County Public Comment Form
Date: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 2:32:17 PM

From: Jennifer LaBar

Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 2:30 PM

To: Chrisann N. Romero

Cc: Kristine Mihelcic; Tony T. Flores

Subject: FW: Santa Fe County Public Comment Form

Can this be added? | know it's last minute.

From: lan Rosenkranz [mailto:kbustos@santafecountynm.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 2:29 PM

To: Kristine Mihelcic; Jennifer LaBar
Subject: Santa Fe County Public Comment Form

Web form results:

lan Rosenkranz

PO Box 1433

Santa Fe, NM 87504
Email:

Phone: 5754222230

Comments:

regarding today's (11/24/2015) Commission meeting:

I urge the Commission to stand firm on the Ag/Ranch designation for Glorieta Mesa.

Re; Harold and Penny Zuschlag comments: "Request to change from Ag/Ranch to Rural. Most parcels in the area
are smaller and property owners would like to be able to create 40 acre parcels..." John Holloman comments:
"Zoning shown on the zoning map is not consistent with surrounding parcels in the area, all other parcels range in
size from 10 - 40 acres..."

These statements are false across most of the Mesa which until recent exploitation was 100% Ag/Ranch mixed with
National Forest. Current isolated pockets of smaller parcels exemplify past poor zoning and enforcement. The
Ag/Ranch designation will help to prevent these abuses moving forward.

Smaller land division variances must not be granted.

As a Glorieta Mesa landowner and resident along CR51, | support the 160 acre Ag/Ranch designation.

My understanding is Zuschlag received an administrative decision allowing division of a single 106 acre parcel into
5 lots as a family lot split exception. The County must find a way to prevent abuse of the family lot split exception.
With a history of attempts to develop on the Mesa, this family lot split may be an effort to circumvent the Ag/Ranch
designation.

Not to be ignored, the shortage of water is significant in the Canoncito/Glorieta Mesa area.

Everyone intending to divide and sell property in this area must be required to prove water for each parcel prior to
subdividing.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 1.B



Thank you
lan Rosenkranz

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 1.B



JIM SIEBERT: My nameis Jim Siebert. My business address is 915 Mercer. I’ m representing
two clients tonight. One is, the first one here is Albert and Michelle Montano that have a
landscape business in Agua Fria and what we' re requesting — currently it’s zoned commercial
neighborhood or it’s proposed for zoning as commercia neighborhood. They run alandscape
business where they maintain a lot of materials on site. This actually was approved back in the
year 2000. We're asking that it be zoned PDD, planned development district. The reason being
it's not really clear in the code whether this would be a permitted use under commercial
neighborhood. So we just simply would like to get back to the original zoning so that it’s
absolutely clear that those are permitted uses and this doesn’t become a non-conforming use.

The other area —this is in the Galisteo area. This is the Pecos National Historic Park that
sits over in this area here. This is 1-25 and the railroad right through here. The area that’ s south
of 1-25 has been designated agricultural-ranch which is one dwelling unit per 160 acres and what
| think doesn’t make sense is that around it you have zoning that’s considerably less than that.
This one is five units per acre. This is ten units per acre and this is under the proposed zoning.
This is one unit for 2.5 acres. It is towards the village and on the other side of 1-25.

But | think more importantly if you take alook at the current land status you' || see that
the lot sizes actually range from 13 acres to 40 acres to 20-acre tracts and ten-acre tracts, a 15-
acretract, and it really doesn’'t — from an existing land use it really doesn’t make sense. We
would request that this area be zoned for a 40-acre minimum, rural designation. Thank you for
listening to me.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 1.C.



Public Comment 2

910015742; 970000103;
910004599;

910004600. Lots sold:
970000496; 970000495;
970000497; 970000498;
970000100; 970000101;
and 950003024. Lots
requesting change on:
970000496, 970000495,

970000497, 970000498.

2. Barry Green 10.30.15

change from Rural
Fringe to Rural
Residential or
Residential Fringe
because the parcels
are in the same area.

First | Last Summary Analysis and Staff
e Ay Name | Name SRS SnEL Recommendation
2 |Lots owned: 910015743; |Barry |Green Requesting to The zoning of the area is question reflects a

logical progression of densities going
southeastward from the Canada de Los
Alamos traditional community, based on the
average existing parcel size within each
particular zoned area. Densities higher than
those that are proposed are not advised due
to the groundwater availability limitations in
this area. Recommendation: No change.




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Friday, October 30, 2015 12:15:57 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

In 1993, i purchased 3 lots located next to each other. | sold 1 40 acre lot and then divided the adjoining 80 acre lot
into 5 parcels. I still own 2 of those parcels, but one was also divided. | also divided the remaining 40 acre lot. So i
now own 5 lots that are next to each other.

The current zoning proposal for lot sizes assigns 5 acre minimum lots to the 40 acre lot i sold, 10 acre minimum lots
to the original 80 acre lot i owned, of which i now own 3 lots, and 20 acre minimum lots to the last 40 acre lot i still
own.

I do not understand why all of these lots that i own or once owned, and that are all next to each other, should have 3
different minimum lot sizes. | therefore request that the minimum lot size for all these lots be 10 acres so that they
are all treated the same.

The lots I still own have parcel IDs: 910015743 (B-4A); 910015742 (B-4B); 970000103 (B-5); 910004599 (C-1);
910004600 (C-2).
The lots I sold are: 970000496; 970000495; 970000497; 970000498; 970000100; 970000101; and 950003024

Alternatively, i would like my properties reclassified as Residential Fringe, the same as 970000496; 970000495;
970000497; and 970000498.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
910004599

Property Owner (First Name)
Barry

Property Owner (Last Name)
Green

Physical Address of Property
45 CAMINO RANCHO VERDE, SANTA FE

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RUR-F - Rural Fringe

Requested Zoning Classification
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Additional Comments

This request for change also includes my property, parcel ID 910004600 (C-2), which i request be reclassified to
Rural Residential or Residential Fringe (as per comments above).

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 2



Public Comment 3

First Last

Namel Name Comment Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

ID| Property

3 1910004179 John |Holloman [Requesting to change This is a remote area (Glorieta Mesa) that consists primarily
from Ag/Ranch to Rural |of parcels of 20- to 160-acre or larger size, and generally has
because the parcel is not |poor road access. This area is located within a highly
consistent with the zoning |significant habitat area and is identified as “Ag/Ranch” on
in the surrounding the SGMP Future Land Use Map. Density bonus section
parcels. would allow increased density with 75% open space
conservation. Recommendation: No Change

3. John Holloman 10.30.15

3.A. Jim Seibert response in favor of the request 11.24.15



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Friday, October 30, 2015 11:50:22 AM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance

Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

Zoning shown on zoning map is not consistent with surrounding parcels in the area, all other parcels range in size
from 10-40 acres. Only a couple of lots owned by a private entity consist of 160 acres. All other land in the area is
owned by the Parks or Forest service. The proposed zoning shown on the map would make all of the surrounding

properties legal non-conforming.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

910004179

Property Owner (First Name)
John

Property Owner (Last Name)
Holloman

Physical Address of Property
unassigned

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
AJR - Agriculture/Ranching

Requested Zoning Classification
RUR - Rural

Additional Comments
(No value)

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments

Comment 3



JIM SIEBERT: My nameis Jim Siebert. My business address is 915 Mercer. I’ m representing
two clients tonight. One is, the first one here is Albert and Michelle Montano that have a
landscape business in Agua Fria and what we' re requesting — currently it’s zoned commercial
neighborhood or it’s proposed for zoning as commercia neighborhood. They run alandscape
business where they maintain a lot of materials on site. This actually was approved back in the
year 2000. We're asking that it be zoned PDD, planned development district. The reason being
it's not really clear in the code whether this would be a permitted use under commercial
neighborhood. So we just simply would like to get back to the original zoning so that it’s
absolutely clear that those are permitted uses and this doesn’t become a non-conforming use.

The other area —this is in the Galisteo area. This is the Pecos National Historic Park that
sits over in this area here. This is 1-25 and the railroad right through here. The area that’ s south
of 1-25 has been designated agricultural-ranch which is one dwelling unit per 160 acres and what
| think doesn’t make sense is that around it you have zoning that’s considerably less than that.
This one is five units per acre. This is ten units per acre and this is under the proposed zoning.
This is one unit for 2.5 acres. It is towards the village and on the other side of 1-25.

But | think more importantly if you take alook at the current land status you' || see that
the lot sizes actually range from 13 acres to 40 acres to 20-acre tracts and ten-acre tracts, a 15-
acretract, and it really doesn’'t — from an existing land use it really doesn’t make sense. We
would request that this area be zoned for a 40-acre minimum, rural designation. Thank you for
listening to me.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 3.A.



Public Comment 4

ID| Property First ] Last Comment Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
Name [Name
4 199207233 |William |Auto |What happens when the deed [This area is located to the northeast of the Town of
Gand requires a parcel to be split  [Edgewood. The proposed zoning is based on the location
Linda M into 5 acres but the zoning is [and general character of this area, the current hydrologic
residential estate? Requesting [zone and the availability of central water in the vicinity.
a change from Residential Any private deed restrictions that limit densities to 1

Estate to Residential Fringe.  |[dwelling per 5 acres would continue to be in effect,
regardless of the zoning district established in the SLDC.
Recommendation: No change.

4. William G. and Linda M. Auton 10.31.15



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Saturday, October 31, 2015 4:45:29 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments
The deed requires 5 acres and no subdivision permitted. Which takes precedent, the deed or the zoning?

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
99207233

Property Owner (First Name)
Willam G and Linda M

Property Owner (Last Name)
Auton

Physical Address of Property
99A State Road 472, Edgewood, NM

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RES-E- Residential Estate

Requested Zoning Classification
RES-F - Residential Fringe

Additional Comments

This would include all parcels owned by this family, 970000707 and 970000708. All property within the area are 5
acre lots.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 4



Public Comment 5

First Last

ID| Property Name |Name

Comment Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

5 |All properties|William |Auton [The deeds on at least 5 |This area is located to the northeast of the Town of

along State |G & require 5 acres. Edgewood. The proposed zoning is based on the location and
road 472 Linda M Requesting achange [general character of this area, the current hydrologic zone
from Residential Estate |and the availability of central water in the vicinity. Any

to Residential Fringe. |private deed restrictions that limit densities to 1 dwelling per
5 acres would continue to be in effect, regardless of the
zoning district established in the SLDC. Recommendation: No
change.

5. William G. and Linda M. Auton 10.31.15



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Saturday, October 31, 2015 4:50:06 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance

Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
General Area

Comments

All property along State Road 472 are minimum 5 acre lots. The deeds on at least 5 of them require 5 acres.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

970000707

Property Owner (First Name)
William G & Linda M

Property Owner (Last Name)
Auton

Physical Address of Property
0 Edgewood

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RES-E- Residential Estate

Requested Zoning Classification
RES-F - Residential Fringe

Additional Comments
(No value)

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments

Comment 5



Public Comment 6

First Last Comment

S licRE Name |Name Summary

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

6 |General |William |Auton |Parcels are deeded [This area is located to the northeast of the Town of Edgewood. The

Comment |G and as 5 acre lotsand |proposed zoning is based on the location and general character of
Linda M no subdivision is  [this area, the current hydrologic zone and the availability of central
permitted. water in the vicinity. Any private deed restrictions that limit

densities to 1 dwelling per 5 acres would continue to be in effect,
regardless of the zoning district established in the SLDC.
Recommendation: No change.

6. William G. and Linda M. Auton 10.31.15



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Saturday, October 31, 2015 4:51:39 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
General Area

Comments
Parcels are deeded as 5 acre lots and no subdivision permitted.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
970000708

Property Owner (First Name)
William G & Linda M

Property Owner (Last Name)
Auton

Physical Address of Property
0 Edgewood

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RES-E- Residential Estate

Requested Zoning Classification
RES-F - Residential Fringe

Additional Comments
(No value)

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments

Comment 6



Public Comment 7

7. Anonymous 10.31.15

First Last Summary Analysis and Staff
ID]  Property Name Name SOl Sl Recommendation
7 |General Website is not user No change requested.
Comment friendly.




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Saturday, October 31, 2015 10:17:09 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
General Area

Comments
Typical computer programers.

They don\'t have the slightest idea how to make a website \"user friendly\

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
(No value)

Property Owner (First Name)
(No value)

Property Owner (Last Name)
(No value)

Physical Address of Property
(No value)

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
(No value)

Requested Zoning Classification
(No value)

Additional Comments
(No value)

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments

Comment 7



Public Comment 8

First | Last

ID| Property N SN

Comment Summary | Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

8 |126000619 |Steven [Rudnick |All of Eldorado is The proposed “RES-E” zoning in the Eldorado
zoned 1.75 acres, how |development corresponds to overall gross density of
is the zoning the Eldorado subdivision (1 dwelling per 2.5 acres),
designation justified  |which includes the roads, open space, and wilderness
for Residential Estate? |areas that are part of the Eldorado development.
Recommendation: No change.

8. Steven Rudnick 10.31.15



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Saturday, October 31, 2015 8:27:40 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
General Area

Comments
You show my property in 2.5 acres zoning area. It is a parcel of 1,7 acres. Please explain

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
126000619

Property Owner (First Name)
Steven

Property Owner (Last Name)
Rudnick

Physical Address of Property
59 Condesa Rd

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RES-E- Residential Estate

Requested Zoning Classification
(No value)

Additional Comments

Please explain before | make a request. All of Eldorado is zoned 1,75 acres essentially. Hoe do you justify this
zoning decision?

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 8



Public Comment 9

color code is a red but
the parcel description on
page 2 calls for
residential. Exactly what
is the zoning calling for?
The color code on the
map is Commercial
General. Ifitis
commercial, | am
against it. This is all
residential area. There is
enough commercial off
of Vista

Grande. Can my
property be commercial
as well then?

9. Dan and Cyndi Korzec 10.31.15

First | Last : .
ID|Property Name | Name Comment Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
9 |12905633|Dan  |Korzec |l live on lot 99305416. [The property referred to is in the U.S 285 South
and Across HWY 285 is Corridor District and is identified as residential estate.
Cyndi parcel 99305 416. The |Sites for commercial use along this segment of U.S. 285

have been designated in the corridor plan, in order to
provide for commercial uses to serve the population in
the surrounding area, but avoid strip commercial
development or significant intrusions into surrounding
residential areas. Recommendation: No change.




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Saturday, October 31, 2015 4:53:03 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

I live on lot 99305416. Across HWY 285 is parcel 99305 416. The color code is a red but the parcel description on
page 2 calls for residential. Exactly what is the zoning calling for? The color code on the map is commercial
general. If it is commercial, | am against it. This is all residential area. there is enough commercial off of Vista
Grande. Can my property be commercial as well then?

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
129205633

Property Owner (First Name)
Dan and Cyndi

Property Owner (Last Name)
Korzec

Physical Address of Property
11 Old Rd. South

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Requested Zoning Classification
CG - Commercial General

Additional Comments
What is good for one should be good for the other. Why not make them both residential.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 9



Public Comment 10

ID|Property I\'T;ﬁlte I\Il_;r;te Comment Summary | Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
10 58601312 |Francois- |Patorni {Unhappy with the The “Commercial Neighborhood” zoning on these
Marie proposed zoning of the 44 two parcels reflects the master plan that was
acres next to Las approved for the “Placita de la Tierra” project in
Campanas being 1997, which allows for the development of a
proposed Commercial neighborhood commercial center. The northern 8.7-
Neighborhood. acre parcel has already been developed for an
office. Recommendation: No change.

10. Francois-Marie Patorni 11.1.15
10.A. Francois Patorni against CN proposed zoning in Las Campanas11.24.15
10.B. Willis Lee 11.24.15
10.C. Arabel Lockhart 11.24.15
10.D. Scott Hoeft 11.24.15
10.E. Cynthia Gullickson 12.2.15
10.F. Sandra Deckee 12.2.15
10.G. Unknown 12.2.15
10.H. Carole Colvin 12.3.15
10.1. Las Campanas 12.3.15

10.J. Evalinda Walrack 12.3.15



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Sunday, November 01, 2015 1:02:01 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
General Area

Comments
I am writing to protest the latest issued draft zoning proposals under the new Land Development Code, which would
significantly lower the value of my property by defacing the neighborhood.

The previous draft zoning map proposed spot zoning for \"mixed use\" on an adjacent 44 acres property. This issue
came-up before, as the real intent of the proposed zoning (combined with loopholes allowed in the Code) is to
develop a shopping center and to install a gas station, under the cover of being initially permitted for a senior
housing development.

At the County hearings of May 28, 2014, Mr. Robert Griego concluded his opening presentation by mentioning that
the County staff recommended that the zoning \"mixed use\" for the 44 acres be reverted to the same as the
surrounding areas. At the end of the meeting, however, a developer, Scott Hoeft, Partner, Santa Fe Planning Group,
INC., stated that he would pursue the matter with the County staff to get the senior housing development permitted
under other rules in the Code.

The new proposal (October 28, 2015) is even worse, as the spot zoning is now Commercial.

I am dismayed that in spite of my previous correspondence and visits to the County Planning Office, | have neither
been consulted nor given any reply. | would appreciate knowing the rationale for the above zoning.

Spot zoning favors the private interests of specific land owners, and is detrimental to the public good. This is why
spot zoning is specifically mentioned in the County\'s Sustainable Land Development Plan as a practice to be
avoided.

Francois-Marie Patorni / 505-984-9125 / fmpatorni@earthlink.net

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
58601312

Property Owner (First Name)
Francois-Marie

Property Owner (Last Name)
Patorni

Physical Address of Property
28 Arroyo Calabasas

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
(No value)

Requested Zoning Classification
(No value)

Additional Comments
(No value)

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 10



[Previously sworn, Frangois-Marie Patorni testified as follows:]

FRANCOIS-MARIE PATORNI: Thank you. My name is Francois-Marie Patorni.
| live at 28 Arroyo Calabasas near Las Campanas and | am sworn in. My question refers to a 12-
acre parcel next door to my property. It's a 12-acre parcel which has been zoned commercial in
the middle of hundreds of acres of residential zoning. You will remember the Sustainable
Growth Management Plan that you approved a few years ago which sets guiding principles of
what should be in the code and one of these guiding principles is that there should be no spot
zoning.

So what I'm referring to is a typical example of spot zoning. It is a small parcel
earmarked for a shopping center in the middle of a residential area and the use of such shopping
center will spoil the lifestyle and the looks of the area. So what | am asking that you reconsider
the zoning of this 12-acre parcel. The rationale given by the County staff is that that zoning was
approved 18 years ago and | wonder if a zoning done 18 years ago matters because then why do
azoning at al if everything is grandfathered. So that’s my request, is to look again into that spot
zoning of thel2-acre parcel. Thank you very much.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 10.A.



[Previously sworn, Willis Lee testified as follows:]

WILLIS LEE: My name is Willis Lee. | have been sworn in. For the last 18 years
my wife and | have lived at 20 Arroyo Calabasas. Our home is directly across the street from the
12 acres that is now zoned as commercial-neighborhood and designated town center at Las
Campanas. | represent the neighbors on Arroyo Calabasas. We' ve been fighting thisfor years. It
seems like it raises its head every two to three years. Back in 07 and 08 we submitted to the
Commissioners a petition to change that zoning with over 800 signatures.

All of the surrounding neighborhoods in that area will be affected by a commercial
development on that 12 acres. It is directly across the street from fire and rescue that needs
access to Arroyo Calabasas. We are a private road that we maintain ourselves and pay for that
maintenance. There' s great concern of added traffic, that Camino La Tierrawill become a
thoroughfare all the way down to the end where Caja del Rio is. The developers now have
Arroyo Vino across the street which serves that community. We feel that is sufficient for the
people in that area. We recommend that the zoning be changed from C-N to res-Z as are all the
adjacent neighborhoods.

On Arroyo Calabasas each home is on their own water well. W€ ve been through this
before, the dangers of fuel in our neighborhood, over-ground storage tanks for diesel fuel. There
was a proposal for the sale of gasoline in miniatures. We all oppose that. All the neighborhoods
in that area. We feel that we have basically everybody in that northwest quadrant opposed to
commercial development there.

| can’t see how Camino La Tierra could be expanded in that area to accommodate
additional traffic and the last time there was proposed 212 parking spaces with some 300 lights.
We are right adjacent to that neighborhood. In fact there are three residents that the property
actually extends across Arroyo Calabasas. Now we have the new water easement line coming in
from Buckman that we don’t think that you could put a concrete pad on. We're concerned what' s
going to happen to our neighborhood if the zoning is maintained as a C-N.

We are prepared to group together, the various neighborhoods. I’ m sure that we would
get more than the 800 signatures that we had last time. Anyway, | appreciate your listening and
hopefully at some time we won't have to go through this every few years.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 10.B.



ARABELLE LOCKHART: My name is Arabelle Lockhart. My husband and | have lived in the
Salvatierra neighborhood at 105 East Sunrise Drive for 11 %2 years and love it. | have been sworn
in. I want to support those neighbors who were objecting to the neighborhood commercial spot
development that was authorized in 1997. I think many people felt that Santa Fe was going to
grow much faster, that that area was going to grow much faster, that there would be support for
such a neighborhood shopping center.

That is not true. First of all, the neighbors are not in support of it. We moved out there
because we like the rural atmosphere, the quiet, the dark at night, not having to worry about a lot
of traffic on Camino La Tierra. And there’ s not enough people to shop at a shopping center there.
It is just not viable.

One of the things that | heard when I first moved to town was that at DeVargas Mall you
could shoot a cannonball through the mall and not worry about hitting anyone. Well, that is
really true out in our neighborhood. If anybody has driven through the commercial area at Aldea
they know that that is a struggle for those people to try to hang on, and they have a community
right around them. To have a commercial development right in the smack of neighborhood
development does not make sense and we all hope that you will change it back and not have a
neighborhood commercial spot there. Thank you.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 10.C.



[Duly sworn, Scott Hoeft testified as follows:]

SCOTT HOEFT: | wasn't planning on speaking this evening but | heard some
comments about the Las Campanas town center so | wanted to clarify a few things. That project
was approved via development plan in 2005 and 2006. Those development plans were recorded
and that was in the EZC and the EZA; development plans in the EZC and the EZA do not expire.
So we have in the comments | noticed, in the chart that was handed out, regarding the
commercial areathat it says the project was approved in 1997, should be updated and I’ [| meet
with staff to update that to 2005/2006, recorded development plans. And that’s all | have to say.
Thank you very much for your time.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 10.D.



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 6:48:40 AM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

12 acres at the beginning of Arroyo Calabasas is designated \"CN\", commercial neighborhood. Many community
members have appealed to have this designation changed to RES-E , one dwelling per 2.5 acres, which is MORE
CONSISTENT with our neighborhood. The current designation will seriously impact the residential neighborhood
and is unnecessary.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
(No value)

Property Owner (First Name)
Cynthia and Roger

Property Owner (Last Name)
Gullickson

Physical Address of Property
16B Camino Calabasas

Email address:
cyndiegullickson@gmail.com;
Roger.gulkickson@gmail.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
CN - Commercial Neighborhood

Requested Zoning Classification
RES-E - Residential Estate

Additional Comments

The requested zoning designation is NOT consistent with the neighborhood. The city of Santa Fe has MANY
unused or underused \"CN\" properties. Please do not destroy this community.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 10.E.



From: Chrisann N. Romero

To: Robert Griego; Amy M. Rincon

Cc: Jennifer LaBar; Skaydecker@amail.com
Subject: FW: Santa Fe County Public Comment Form
Date: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 9:05:58 AM

Good Morning Ms. Deckee,

Your comments have been received and will be forwarded to our Planning Manager and the planning team for
review and input into our database.

Thank you,

Chrisann Romero

Administrative Assistant

Santa Fe County/Planning Division

102 Grant Avenue

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Phone: 505-995-2717

Fax: 505-820-1394

Email: cnromero@santafecountynm.gov

From: Jennifer LaBar

Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 8:57 AM

To: Chrisann N. Romero

Cc: Penny Ellis-Green; Katherine Miller; Tony T. Flores; Kristine Mihelcic
Subject: FW: Santa Fe County Public Comment Form

Chrisann,

This came in on our online comment form. Will you please record this and let her know you received. Please cc me
on response or let me know you called.

Thanks,

Jen

Jennifer LaBar

Office Manager

Santa Fe County Manager's Office
(505) 986-6293
www.santafecountynm.gov

From: Sandra Deckee [mailto:Skaydecker@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 8:40 AM

To: Kristine Mihelcic; Jennifer LaBar
Subject: Santa Fe County Public Comment Form

Web form results:
Sandra Deckee

24 Camino Cielo
Santa Fe, NM 87506

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 10.F.



Email: Skaydecker@gmail.com
Phone: 505 992-8070

Comments:

I am for changing the zoning designate

designation at the corner of Camino a lot tiara and a royal Calabasas from CN to RES — E. | am not for any
commercial development at this corner and have continually been against this for over 15 years. | moved to this

area for its country atmosphere.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 10.F.



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 10:26:53 AM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance

Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

parcel at junction of Camino la Tierra and Arroyo Calabasas is spot zoning of 12 acres in middle of residential.

Needs to be put back to residential, especially since time for development has run out.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

(No value)

Property Owner (First Name)
(No value)

Property Owner (Last Name)
(No value)

Physical Address of Property
(No value)

Email address:
(No value)

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
CG - Commercial General

Requested Zoning Classification
(No value)

Additional Comments
(No value)

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments

Comment 10.G.



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 7:50:22 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments
(No value)

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
990003334

Property Owner (First Name)
Las campanas

Property Owner (Last Name)
Las companas

Physical Address of Property
Arroyo calabasa / la tierra

Email address:
(No value)

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
CN - Commercial Neighborhood

Requested Zoning Classification
RES-E - Residential Estate

Additional Comments

We are a long established rural neighborhood. We built and live here because of the rural nature. We do not want
the increased traffic, noise, water usage and light pollution associated with commercial usage. This affects our
quality of life. Please keep our neighborhood a neighborhood , not a commercial development. We have everything
we need within a 10 minute drive so will not utilize the services and then we will have to look at a vacant cement

parcel. Please do not let commercial business into our neighborhood.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments

Comment 10.H.



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 7:50:22 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments
(No value)

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
990003334

Property Owner (First Name)
Las campanas

Property Owner (Last Name)
Las companas

Physical Address of Property
Arroyo calabasa / la tierra

Email address:
(No value)

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
CN - Commercial Neighborhood

Requested Zoning Classification
RES-E - Residential Estate

Additional Comments

We are a long established rural neighborhood. We built and live here because of the rural nature. We do not want
the increased traffic, noise, water usage and light pollution associated with commercial usage. This affects our
quality of life. Please keep our neighborhood a neighborhood , not a commercial development. We have everything
we need within a 10 minute drive so will not utilize the services and then we will have to look at a vacant cement

parcel. Please do not let commercial business into our neighborhood.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments

Comment 10.1.



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 7:40:20 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments
(No value)

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
990003334

Property Owner (First Name)
Evalinda

Property Owner (Last Name)
Walrack

Physical Address of Property
121 b arroyo calabasa

Email address:
Puplmama@aol.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
CN - Commercial Neighborhood

Requested Zoning Classification
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Additional Comments

We are a long established residential neighborhood in a rural area. We built and live here because of the rural nature.
Please keep commercial business out of our neighborhood. We do not want increased traffic, water usage and light

pollution associated with commercial business.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments

Comment 10.J.



Public Comment 11

First | Last Summary Analysis and Staff
ID]Property Name | Name SOl Sl Recommendation
11 54048640 |Patricia [Paris |Is this parcel in the Village of  |The property identified is within the Agua

11. Patricia Paris 11.1.15

Agua Fria? What is the zoning
designation?

Fria Community District. Recommendation:
No change.




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Sunday, November 01, 2015 2:22:15 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

I was under the impression that several years ago we (including 3872 Quail View Lane), were officially designated
part of Agua Fria Village - we are at 3872 West Alameda Property Parcel 1D #54048640.

When | enter my name, address and PPID# | get no information at all -

It appears to me that my property is becoming part of the City of Santa Fe?

Please advise and what this means if so, regarding taxes etc.

Thank you,

Patricia Paris

474-7733

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
54048640

Property Owner (First Name)
PATRICIA

Property Owner (Last Name)
PARIS

Physical Address of Property
3872 WEST ALAMEDA

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
(No value)

Requested Zoning Classification
TC - Traditional Community

Additional Comments

I cannot tell from the mailed zoning map what we have been designated. Could also be

RES-E. Looks like it is Municipality - colors are not distinct enough - however that is not listed in the Zoning
Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map selections above as a choice... What is it????

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 11



Public Comment 12

First Last Summary Analysis and Staff
R Name | Name il szl 7 Recommendation
12 239207572 |Dolores |Borland |l would like to know how my parcels of land are No Change requested.

12. Dolores Borland 11.1.15

zoned . | could not tell by the map you submitted to
me.




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Sunday, November 01, 2015 4:26:30 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance

Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

I would like to know how my parcels of land are zoned . | could not tell by the map you submitted to me.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

239207572

Property Owner (First Name)
Dolores

Property Owner (Last Name)
Borland

Physical Address of Property
179 Avenida Ponderosa

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
(No value)

Requested Zoning Classification
(No value)

Additional Comments
(No value)

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments

Comment 12



Public Comment 13

First | Last Summary Analysis and Staff
IDIProperty Name | Name SOl Sl Recommendation
13 [Eldorado |Steven |Rudnick |It looks to me as if all of The proposed “RES-E” zoning in the

Eldorado has been put into a 2.5
acres residential zone
[Residential Estate] which is kind
of interesting since all 2800 of us
are on about 1.5 acres average
and the covenants call for 1 acre.
There are platted properties of
about 1.5 acres that are
undeveloped but for sale on my
street.

Please explain what this means.

13. Steven Rudnick 10.31.15

Eldorado development corresponds to overall
gross density of the Eldorado subdivision (1
dwelling per 2.5 acres), which includes the
roads, open space, and wilderness areas that
are part of the Eldorado development.
Recommendation: No change.




From: Robert Griego

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: FW: zoning
Date: Monday, November 02, 2015 8:12:21 AM

Please add to comments databse.

From: Liz Stefanics

Sent: Saturday, October 31, 2015 10:05 PM

To: Robert Griego; Penny Ellis-Green; Vicki Lucero
Subject: Fwd: zoning

Thanks, Liz 505.699.4808
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone

-------- Original message --------
From: Steven Rudnick <Steven.Rudnick@umb.edu>
Date: 10/31/2015 8:47 PM (GMT-07:00)

To: Liz Stefanics <lIstefanics@santafecountynm.gov>
Subject: zoning
Liz,

It looks to me as if all of Eldorado has been put into a 2.5 acres residential zone which is kind of
interesting since all 2800 of us are on about 1.5 acres average and the covenants call for 1 acre.

There are platted properties of about 1.5 acres that are undeveloped but for sale on my street.
Please explain what this means.

Steve

Steven Rudnick, Ph.D.
Environmental Scientist

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 13



Public Comment 15

First | Last Summary Analysis and Staff
1) [Areisingy Name| Name SIS Recommendation
15 4519 Albert [Montano [This property received master plan, [This property is within the Agua Fria
Agua Fria preliminary and final development  |Community District. The Commercial
St plan for the storage and sale of Neighborhood designation is based on an

landscape materials. The proposed
Commercial Neighborhood zoning
would limit the uses of the prior
approval. The property owner is
requesting a PDD in order to have the
ability to amend his existing plan to
include uses within the PDD
designation that are not allowed in
the Commercial Neighborhood
district.

Requesting a change from CN to
PDD.

15. Albert Montano 11.2.14

15.A. Jim Siebert 11.24.15

15.B. Albert and Michelle Montano 11.24.15

approved master plan. The approved
master plan uses are allowed as
conditional uses in the Agua Fria
“Commercial Neighborhood” zoning
district. Therefore, no change is
recommended. Recommendation: No
change.




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Monday, November 02, 2015 1:14:50 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance

Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

This property received master plan, preliminary and final development plan for the storage and sale of landscape
materials. The proposed commercial neighborhood zoning would limit the uses of the prior approval. The property
owner is requesting a PDD in order to have the ability to amend his existing plan to include uses within the PDD

designation that are not allowed in the Commercial neighborhood district.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

53981891

Property Owner (First Name)
Albert

Property Owner (Last Name)
Montano

Physical Address of Property
4519 Agua Fria Street

Email address:
(No value)

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
CN - Commercial Neighborhood

Requested Zoning Classification
PDD - Planned Development District

Additional Comments
(No value)

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments

Comment 15



JIM SIEBERT: My nameis Jim Siebert. My business address is 915 Mercer. I’ m representing
two clients tonight. One is, the first one here is Albert and Michelle Montano that have a
landscape business in Agua Fria and what we' re requesting — currently it’s zoned commercial
neighborhood or it’s proposed for zoning as commercia neighborhood. They run alandscape
business where they maintain a lot of materials on site. This actually was approved back in the
year 2000. We're asking that it be zoned PDD, planned development district. The reason being
it's not really clear in the code whether this would be a permitted use under commercial
neighborhood. So we just simply would like to get back to the original zoning so that it’s
absolutely clear that those are permitted uses and this doesn’t become a non-conforming use.

The other area —this is in the Galisteo area. This is the Pecos National Historic Park that
sits over in this area here. This is 1-25 and the railroad right through here. The area that’ s south
of 1-25 has been designated agricultural-ranch which is one dwelling unit per 160 acres and what
| think doesn’t make sense is that around it you have zoning that’s considerably less than that.
This one is five units per acre. This is ten units per acre and this is under the proposed zoning.
This is one unit for 2.5 acres. It is towards the village and on the other side of 1-25.

But | think more importantly if you take alook at the current land status you' || see that
the lot sizes actually range from 13 acres to 40 acres to 20-acre tracts and ten-acre tracts, a 15-
acretract, and it really doesn’t — from an existing land use it really doesn’t make sense. We
would request that this area be zoned for a 40-acre minimum, rural designation. Thank you for
listening to me.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 15.A.



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 9:19:17 AM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance

Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

Subject parcel has been zoned for more light industrial type uses. Commercial neighborhood would not allow for

any type of expansion and all current uses would become legal non-conforming.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

53981891

Property Owner (First Name)
Albert and Michelle

Property Owner (Last Name)
Montano

Physical Address of Property
4519 Agua Fria Street

Email address:
(No value)

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
CN - Commercial Neighborhood

Requested Zoning Classification
PDD - Planned Development District

Additional Comments
(No value)

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments

Comment 15.B.



Public Comment 16

First | Last Summary Analysis and Staff
) FeIEas Name [Name Sl Sl Recommendation
16 (940001522 [Edmund |Shedd [The property owner would like to be A change proposed to the SLDC

16. Edmund Shedd 11.2.15

able to have two dwelling units on his
19.95 acres of land. The zoning for the
area is 10 acres per dwelling unit [Rural
Residential] and being a half acre shy a
second dwelling with that much
property seems

unreasonable.

16.A. Edmund Shedd Revised 11.5.15

would allow administrative minor
deviations to the density requirements
of 0.5% which would allow two lots
on 19.95 acres. Recommendation: No
change.




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 7:56:13 AM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance

Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

The property owner would like to be able to have two dwelling units on his 19.5 acres of land. The zoning for the
area is 10 acres per dwelling unit and being a half acre shy a second dwelling with that much property seems

unreasonable.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

940001522

Property Owner (First Name)
Edmund

Property Owner (Last Name)
Shedd

Physical Address of Property
(No value)

Email address:
(No value)

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
(No value)

Requested Zoning Classification
(No value)

Additional Comments
(No value)

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments

Comment 16



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 7:56:13 AM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance

Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

The property owner would like to be able to have two dwelling units on his 19.5 acres of land. The zoning for the
area is 10 acres per dwelling unit and being a half acre shy a second dwelling with that much property seems

unreasonable.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

940001522

Property Owner (First Name)
Edmund

Property Owner (Last Name)
Shedd

Physical Address of Property
(No value)

Email address:
(No value)

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
(No value)

Requested Zoning Classification
(No value)

Additional Comments
(No value)

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments

Comment 16



Public Comment 17

First | Last Comment . -
ID| Property Name| Name Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
17186009084 |Victor |Archuleta [Surrounding parcels [This is subdivided area south of Rio Chiquito, where
AND are a combination of |the lots are generally in the 6- to 12-acre range, with
184981222 Rural Residential an average lot size of 9.65 acres. The parcels in

17. Victor Archuleta 11.3.15

and Residential
Community.

Requesting a change
from Rural
Residential to
Residential Estate.

question are 8.4 and 5.75 acres, respectively. This
area is in SDA-3 and is not served by a water system
and proposed zoning is in accordance with zoning
map criteria. Recommendation: No change.




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 11:50:13 AM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments
NOTE: These comments pertain to TWO ADJACENT Parcel 1Ds 186009084 (1335 NM 503) AND 184981222
(1349 NM 503) -- if I need to submit separate forms, please let me know.

Both of the parcels of concern are zoned as Rural Residential, RUR-RU (1 dwelling / 10 acres) as is most of the land
around these parcels. Although, some of my next door neighbors in this same area are zoned as Residential
Community, RES-C (1 dwelling / 1 acre) - | don\'t have an issue with this classification. Because my neighbors\'
zoning density is so different than mine, | would like to reclassify the zoning for my two parcels to have the same
flexibility as my neighbors.

Itis clear that because of Sustainable Growth Management Plan concerns, 1 dwell. /1 acre density would probably
be too much for this area, therefore, I am making a formal request to:

RECLASSIFY THE ZONING FOR TWO ADJACENT Parcel IDs 186009084 (1335 NM 503) AND 184981222
(1349 NM 503)

FROM Rural Residential, RUR-RU (1 dwelling / 10 acres)

TO Residential Estate, RES-E (1 dwelling / 2.5 acres).

Note that these two parcels already have a well-water source.

Thank you very much for your consideration. | look forward to hearing from you.

Best regards,

Victor Archuleta

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
186009084

Property Owner (First Name)
Victor

Property Owner (Last Name)
Archuleta

Physical Address of Property
1335 NM 503, Cundiyo, NM 87522

Email address:
vearchuleta@yahoo.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Requested Zoning Classification
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RES-E - Residential Estate

Additional Comments

Please notify me of your decision regarding this request or any alternative possibility as soon as possible. | am
planning to attend the November 24th public hearing and would appreciate a response before then. Also, if you
know of any negative consequences or considerations of making this type of change, please let me know. Thank
you...
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Public Comment 18

First | Last Summary Analysis and Staff
D FIEIEEn Name | Name SIS Recommendation
18 218 CAMINO LA |Steven [Hidalgo |[Requesting a change from [The “Commercial Neighborhood” zoning on
TIERRA (Tax and CN - Commercial these two parcels reflects the master plan
Parcel Number:  |Maria Neighborhood to RES-E - that was approved for the “Placita de la

910017463) &
TOWN CENTER
AT LAS
CAPANAS (Tax
Parcel Number:
990003334)

Residential Estate for 218
Camino La Tierra and
Town Center at Las
Campanas.

Unhappy that Public
Hearing (1st) is scheduled
during holiday week

Concerned public
comments are being

ignored.

18. Steven and Maria Hidalgo 11.3.15

Tierra” project in 1997, which allows for the
development of a neighborhood commercial
center. The northern 8.7-acre parcel has
already been developed for an office.
Recommendation: No change.




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 12:07:14 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments
Opposed to Commercial Neighborhood Zoning applied to 218 CAMINO LA TIERRA (Tax Parcel Number:
910017463) & TOWN CENTER AT LAS CAPANAS (Tax Parcel Number:  990003334)

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
58309671

Property Owner (First Name)
STEVEN & MARIA

Property Owner (Last Name)
HIDALGO

Physical Address of Property
218 CAMINO LA TIERRA & 0 CAMINO LA TIERRA

Email address:
NA - submitted by GIS staff (AEW) based on phone inquiry transferred from Planning to look up Commission
District

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
CN - Commercial Neighborhood

Requested Zoning Classification
RES-E - Residential Estate

Additional Comments
Unhappy that Public Hearing (1st) is scheduled during holiday week
Concerned public comments are being ignored

GMA - El Centro
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Public Comment 19

First | Last : .
ID| Property Name| Name Comment Summary | Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
19910003717 Jerry |Martinez |[Request approval to This property is shown as “Residential Estate” in

19. Jerry Martinez 11.3.15

subdivide my current 2.5
acres into two 1.25 acres.
This will help me to
provide property for my
children who are native
Santa Fe, NM residents.

the La Cienega/La Cieneguilla Community Plan.
The predominate existing lot size in the area is
about 2.5 acres. This area is not currently served by
a central water or sewer system. Allowing higher
densities in this area is not desirable, based on
maintaining the existing character of the area, and
due to groundwater constraints. An accessory
dwelling unit could be constructed in accordance
with the SLDC. Recommendation: No change.




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 1:11:38 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments
Request approval to subdivide my current 2.5 acres into two 1.25 acres. This will help me to provide property for
my children who are native Santa Fe, NM residents.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
910003717

Property Owner (First Name)
Jerry

Property Owner (Last Name)
Martinez

Physical Address of Property
#12 Nancy\'s Trail, La Cienega Santa Fe County

Email address:
jl_martinez@q.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Requested Zoning Classification
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Additional Comments
(No value)
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Public Comment 20

First Last : .
ID|Property Name | Name Comment Summary | Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
20 78310975 |Chrisanne |[Finefrock |Requesting a change [This area is located on the Madrid Plateau, and is in

from Rural to Rural
Residential. She
expects to build single
family home on the
16+ acres.

20. Chisanne Finefrock 11.3.15

SDA-3. Existing parcels below the minimum lot
could be developed as of right in accordance with
the SLDC. Establishing zoning that would increase
base density to 10- or 20-acre lots is not desirable
due to zoning map criteria, groundwater constraints,
remoteness, generally poor road access, and its low-
density rural character. Recommendation: No

change




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 5:27:49 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
SLDC Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments
Please let me know as soon as possible. Thanks

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
78310975

Property Owner (First Name)
Chrisanne

Property Owner (Last Name)
Finefrock

Physical Address of Property
31 VISTA DEL MAR Cerrillos NM

Email address:
thom.brad@verizon.net

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RUR - Rural

Requested Zoning Classification
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Additional Comments
I expect to built single family home on this 16+ acres
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Public Comment 21

First | Last

ID| Property N N

Comment Summary| Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

21910011414 |Robert [Tillman |Request for a change |This property is within the La Cienega and La

from Residential Cienguilla Plan District. The property does not have
Estate to Commercial [zoning and this request was addressed through the
Neighborhood. planning process. The decision was made not to
designate the subject parcel for commercial use at this
time, although it was noted by the planning committee
that the property owner still has the option of submitting
a rezoning request for commercial neighborhood
zoning. Recommendation: No change.

21. Robert Tillman 11.3.15



From: Robert R. Tillman

To: Amy M. Rincon; Rick Dumiak
Cc: Alonzo Gallegos; Cyril Siltala; David Camp; Dawn St George; Gene Bostwick; Ivan Trujillo; Jim Strozier; Joe Ortiz;

John Ortiz; Jose Varela Lopez; Juan J. Gonzales; Kathryn Becker; Kyle Harwood; Martin R. Najera; Melissa
Garcia; Noah Berke; Robert P. Romero; Stan Jones; Sylvia LeMaster; Tino Gallegos; Tom Dixon; Vincent Marchi;

Robert Griego; Paul Olafson

Subject: Robert R. Tillman/Wyrd Investments, LLC Public Comment Regard Santa Fe County Sustainable Land
Development Code

Date: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 4:03:18 PM

Attachments: Robert R. TillmanWyrd Investments LLC Public Comment Regard Santa Fe County Sustainable Land Development
Code.msg

Dear Amy,

I just want to put on record again that | have a long standing request to have standing request to zone my
property (Las Lagunitas Lot 106 (TAX LOCATION ID/ACCOUNT: 910011414 PROPERTY
ADDRESS: CALLE MILPA , PER PLAT 600/47 TI5SNR8E S 5, 6.995 AC RESERVED FOR
,COMMERCIAL DEV DEED BOOK and PAGE: 1676267, MAP CODE: 1-044-090-191-152) zoned
as Commercial Neighborhood (CN). Please see the attached email, which includes very extensive
documentation.

Sincerely,
Bob

Robert R. Tillman

Wyrd Investments, LLC
14 Sunshine Ave.
Sausalito, CA 94965
415-332-9242 Telephone
415-332-2639 FAX
415-297-9242 Mobile
rrti@pachbell.net

From: "Amy M. Rincon" <amrincon@santafecountynm.gov>

Date: Tuesday, October 20, 2015 at 2:47 PM

To: Rick Dumiak <rdumiak@gmail.com>

Cc: Alonzo Gallegos <labajada@vzw.blackberry.net>, Cyril Siltala <siltalasc@g.com>,
David Camp <david@laurencamp.com>, Dawn St George <dawnstgeorge@golondrinas.org>,

"Eugene N. Bostwick" <gn.bostwick@gmail.com>, lvan Trujillo
<itrujillo@louisberger.com>, Jim Strozier <cp@consensusplanning.com>, Joe Ortiz
<joe@joeortiz.com>, John Ortiz <coolzxr@netzero.net>, Jose Varela-Lopez
<JJVLCHIMEX@aol.com>, "Juan J. Gonzales" <Dmtzstudio@gmail.com>, Kathryn Becker
<taadiin@msn.com>, Kyle Harwood <kyle@egolflaw.com>, "Martin R. Najera"

<ramonnajera302@gmail.com>, Melissa Garcia <melissa505g@aol.com>, Noah Berke
<nberkel23@gmail.com>, "Robert P. Romero" <robertromero@rocketmail.com>, "Robert R.
Tillman" <rrti@pacbell.net>, Stan Jones <stan.jones@earthlink.net>, Sylvia LeMaster
<sylvia3065970@gmail.com>, Tino Gallegos <americanspirit@windstream.net>, Tom Dixon
<greentractorfarmer@gmail.com>, Vincent Marchi <vmarchi@msn.com>, Robert Griego
<rgriego@santafecountynm.gov>, Paul Olafson <POlafson@santafecountynm.gov>
Subject: RE: LCLCCD Overlay
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Rick,

By defaulting back to the SLDC PDD column the column will have the P’s for uses. The SLDC column is
what was originally presented to the Committee, we will remove it from the Overlay because there
are no proposed changes for the LCLC Community. Sorry for any confusion over the column.

-Amy

From: Rick Dumiak [mailto:rdumiak@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, October 17, 2015 10:41 AM

To: Amy M. Rincon

Cc: Alonzo Gallegos; Cyril Siltala; David Camp; Dawn St George; Gene Bostwick; Ivan Trujillo; Jim
Strozier; Joe Ortiz; John Ortiz; Jose Varela Lopez; Juan J. Gonzales; Kathryn Becker; Kyle Harwood,;
Martin R. Najera; Melissa Garcia; Noah Berke; Robert P. Romero; Robert Tillman; Stan Jones; Sylvia
LeMaster; Tino Gallegos; Tom Dixon; Vincent Marchi; Robert Griego; Paul Olafson

Subject: Re: LCLCCD Overlay

Amy,

I beg to differ with your interpretation of the direction the committee closed the meeting at.
As | recall the meeting ended with the direction that if it was to be a county wide change than
using C as opposed to P was acceptable but if it was only for LCLC it would remain as P.

I am not in favor of eliminating the PDD column completely, | feel the best thing to do is to
leave it as it was with appropriate P designations.

There was no formal vote taken at our last meeting in regard to this change so | do not
understand why it can not simply be left as it was originally presented to the committee?

Thanks
Rick Dumiak

On Oct 16, 2015, at 4:29 PM, Amy M. Rincon
<amrincon@santafecountynm.gov> wrote:

La Cienega and La Cieneguilla Planning Committee,

The changes to the planned development district were based on the direction we
received from the Committee to look into changing the PDD use table LCLC and for the
overall County. We reviewed the County wide changes internally with Land Use and
Legal staff and we are unable to make the County wide change and thought that a
change on the LCLC level would match the concept discussed at the last meeting.

Properties already identified on the zoning map as PDD’s can build out to approved
master plan density and uses as identified in the Overlay at 9.8.3.6 number 10 :

“ LCLCCD PDD (Planned Development District); Purpose. PDDs identified on

the initial zoning map may be built out in accordance with their approved
master plans including density and uses.”
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The other option is keeping the proposed PDD column (changes the Permitted to
Conditional uses, which would require two public hearings) based on discussions at the
last meeting.

If we do not receive comments in favor of the PDD column to remain with the changes
we will remove the column completely and new PDD’s would default to the use table in
the SLDC.

Have a great weekend.

Amy Rincon
Community Planner
Santa Fe County
505-992-9857

From: Rick Dumiak [mailto:rdumiak@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, October 16, 2015 10:39 AM

To: Amy M. Rincon

Cc: Alonzo Gallegos; Cyril Siltala; David Camp; Dawn St George; Gene Bostwick; Ivan
Trujillo; Jim Strozier; Joe Ortiz; John Ortiz; Jose Varela Lopez; Juan J. Gonzales; Kathryn
Becker; Kyle Harwood; Martin R. Najera; Melissa Garcia; Noah Berke; Robert P. Romero;
Robert Tillman; Stan Jones; Sylvia LeMaster; Tino Gallegos; Tom Dixon; Vincent Marchi;
Robert Griego; Paul Olafson

Subject: Re: LCLCCD Overlay

Amy,

I am confused regarding the changes to the use table pertaining to the planed
development district, while there was some discussion about changing the
permitted uses from Permitted to Conditional a vote was never taken on this
change.

Is this a county wide change to the use table or just for LC&LC?

If this change to the use table is only for LC&LC then It is my opinion that we
should meet as a committee and discuss this change as well as hold a vote on the
change.

Sincerely
Rick Dumiak

On Thu, Oct 15, 2015 at 4:29 PM, Amy M. Rincon
<amrincon@santafecountynm.gov> wrote:

Good afternoon La Cienega and La Cieneguilla Planning Committee members,

Attached is the latest draft of the LCLCCD Overlay, there is just a minor change
to the format and the addition to the TDR section requiring that a property cannot
be both a sending and receiving area (it can be identified as both, but once one
option is taken the other is no option longer available.) The updated Use Table is
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attached as well with the changes discussed at the last meeting.
Please let us know if you have any questions.

Amy Rincon

Community Planner

Santa Fe County
505-992-9857

Rick
Working to live, not living to work.....

Rick Dumiak

rdumiak@gmail.com
505 603 6400
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From: Robert R. Tillman

To: Robert Griego

Cc: Sarah B. ljadi; Sarah B. ljadi; Chrisann N. Romero; Penny Ellis-Green; Erika A. Garcia; Raymar Shaw; Carl
Dickens

Subject: Robert R. Tillman/Wyrd Investments, LLC Public Comment Regard Santa Fe County Sustainable Land
Development Code

Attachments: Document #1. Las Lagunitas Homeowners Association Covenants 1-10-97.pdf

Document #2, Las Laqgunitas Fifth Phase Filing. Sheet 3.pdf

Document #3. Letter from Ranch Partners to Nicholas C de Baca regarding Lot 106 Commercial Zoning 9-29-
05.pdf

Document #4, Letter from Ranch Partners to La Cienega Valley Association Board 11-15-05.pdf

Document #5, Letter from Las Cienega Valley Association to Linus Abeyta regarding Lot 106 Commercial Use 1-
2-06.pdf

Document #6. Lot 106 Retail Commercial Development Site Concept produced by Ranch Partners.pdf
Document #7. Lot 106 Clinic Proposal.pdf

Document #8, Lot 106 Santa Fe County Assessor Record 42514.pdf

Dear Robert,

Thank you for taking time to talk with me today. | was unable to find an online link for inputing public
comment on the Santa Fe County Sustainable Land Development Code. Therefore, | would greatly
appreciate your help in placing my comments below on the public record.

Please let me know what else | can do to further the process.
Sincerely,

Robert R. Tillman
President and CEO
Wyrd Investments, LLC
14 Sunshine Ave.
Sausalito, CA 94965
415-332-9242 Telephone
415-332-2639 FAX
415-297-9242 Mobile

rrti@pacbell.net

Robert R. Tillman, President and CEO of Wyrd Investments, LLC Public Comment Regard Santa Fe
County Sustainable Land Development Code

I am the President and CEO of Wyrd Investments, Inc. Our company owns 17 lots in the Las Lagunitas
development, including Las Lagunitas Lot 106 (TAX LOCATION ID/ACCOUNT: 910011414
PROPERTY ADDRESS: CALLE MILPA , PER PLAT 600/47 TI5SNR8E S5, 6.995 AC RESERVED
FOR ,COMMERCIAL DEV DEED BOOK and PAGE: 1676267, MAP CODE: 1-044-090-191-152).

I am writing to request that Las Lagunitas Lot 106 receive a Commercial Neighborhood (CN) zoning
designation in the Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code so that this land can be put to its highest
and best use for the local community.

1. My understanding based on several discussions with Sarah ljadi, a staff member in the Planning Division
of Santa Fe County is Las Lagunitas Lot 106 has long been identified by planners as a likely commercial
site. In fact, Las Lagunitas Lot 106 was specifically designated as a commercial site in the recent draft of
the La Cienega/La Cieneguilla Community Plan update that was put on hold until completion of the Santa
Fe County Sustainable Land Development Code.

2. The description of the Commercial Neighborhood (CN) zoning designation exactly fits the situation of
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Las Lagunitas Lot 106, to wit: "*Generally, the desired location of these commercial areas is at
the periphery, focal point, or a major entrance to one or more neighborhoods, along a
minor or subdivision collector or higher roadway classification, or along a major access
road at the entrance to or in a focal point of a neighborhood. The size of neighborhood
commercial districts will typically be between one and twenty contiguous acres.” Las
Lagunitas Lot 106 is exactly at the corner of Entrada La Cienega and the 1-25 frontage road
and is approximately 7 acres in size. In fact, there has been much discussion over the years of
actually placing a sign at this intersection describing it as the formal entrance to La Cienega.

3. Virtually all of the commercial or community uses ever discussed for this property are
covered by the Commercial Neighborhood (CN) zoning designation, including a clinic, a
market, a small retail center, a restaurant, etc. Based on my discussions with Raymond Shaw, the
President of the Las Lagunitas Homeowners Association, and with Carl Dickens, the President of the La
Cienega Valley Association, the community has always assumed that Lot 106 would be developed for
commercial use and is generally supportive of such development.

4. Las Lagunitas Lot 106 is not only the best but is also the only viable location for significant
commercial activities for the La Cienega community. If Las Lagunitas Lot 106 were zoned
residential and a single family house were built on this lot, the La Cienega community would forever
lose the potential to locate significant commercial activities at the most convenient spot for the
community.

5. Based on my research, there is a long history of discussion and community support for the potential
commercial use of Las Lagunitas Lot 106. Below are listed in chronological order (and attached to this
email) the documents that detail this history:

Document #1: Las Lagunitas Homeowners Association Covenants 1/10/97. The relevant passages
are as follows:

Lot: Any parcel of land shown upon any recorded subdivision map of the Property
with the exception of the Common Areas. Although the parcel identified as Lot 106
was created as a result of the Las Lagunitas Subdivision, it is only subject to this
Declaration if used for residential purposes. If Lot 106 is used for commercial
purposes, this Declaration shall not apply to Lot 106.

6.6 Combination of Lots. The Owner of two or more contiguous Lots may combine
the Lots for the purpose of construction of a single-family dwelling, as described in
paragraph 6.1.a. herein, on a site which would otherwise violate the setback
requirements. The combined Lots may be resubdivided into the original Lots only if
such resubdivision will not result in a violation of any provision of the Declaration,
including the setback requirements. No original Lot may be subdivided into smaller
tracts, except for Lot 106, which may be subdivided if allowed by the Santa Fe County.

7.17. Subdivision of Lots. No Lots shall be further subdivided or otherwise
partitioned or severed, except for Lot 106, which may be subdivided if allowed by
Santa Fe County.

11.2 Water Wells. Water wells are located on Lots 23, 75, 102, and 105. These wells

and the water rights associated to these wells belong to LLHA. The use and
withdrawal of water from and access to these wells is reserved exclusively for LLHA.
Water well numbered RG 39419, located on Lot 106, belongs to the owner of Lot 106,
and use and withdrawal of water from, and access to, this well is reserved exclusively
to the owner of Lot 106. Water well numbered RG-5530, located on Tract C, as
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described on the Plat, its use, water rights, and access thereto, belong to the GCIA.

13.2 Commercial Use of Lot 106. Lot 106 is within a designated Major Center
District commercial node. The owner(s) of Lot 106 reserve the right to develop Lot
106 for commercial purposes in accordance with the County Land Development Code
as it may be amended from time to time. Although Lot 106 was created as a result of
this Subdivision, it is not subject to this Declaration unless it is used for residential
purposes.

Document #2: Las Lagunitas Fifth Phase Filing, Sheet 3. This document, filed in 2005, has written
on Lot 106: “Reserved for commercial development subject to master plan approval by the county.”

Document #3, Letter from Ranch Partners to Nicholas C de Baca regarding Lot 106 Commercial
Zoning 9/29/05. This letter from Ranch Partners to the purchaser of Lot 106 discusses the proposed
commercial development of Lot 106. Mr. C de Baca purchased Lot 106 in 2005 but subsequently did
not develop it. Lot 106 was ultimately foreclosed upon, passed through a series of bank owners and
was subsequently purchased by my company, Wyrd Investments, LLC, in July 2012.

Document #4, Letter from Las Lagunitas Developer to La Cienega Valley Association Board
11/15/05. This letter from Jim Otis details discussions with the La Cienega Valley Association Board
regarding the commercial development of Lot 106.

Document #5, Letter from Las Cienega Valley Association to Ranch Partners regarding Lot 106
Commercial Use 1/2/06. This letter, dated January 2, 2006, signed by the entire La Cienega Valley
Association Board, specifically supports the commercial use of Lot 106. Follow on correspondence
attached to this document details subsequent discussions between Ranch Partners and the La Cienega
Valley Association Board.

Document #6, Lot 106 Retail Commercial Development Site Concept produced by Ranch Partners.
This document is of historical interest and was provided to me by Jim Otis of Ranch Partners, the
original Las Lagunitas developer.

Document #7, Lot 106 Clinic Proposal. This document is a proposal for a local health clinic on Lot
106 and was provided to me by Linus Abeyta, the former property manager of Las Lagunitas. To my
knowledge, a wide variety of potential commercial uses for Lot 106 have been discussed over the
years based on my conversations with Jim Otis, Linus Abeyta, Raymond Shaw (the President of the
Las Lagunitas Homeowners Association) and Carl Dickens (the head of the La Cienega Valley
Association).

Document #8, Lot 106 Santa Fe County Assessor Record 4/25/14. This current online record

describes Las Lagunitas Lot 106 as follows: CALLE MILPA , PER PLAT 600/47 TISNR8E S5,
6.995 AC RESERVED FOR ,COMMERCIAL DEV.
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From: Robert R. Tillman

To: Amy M. Rincon; Rick Dumiak
Cc: Alonzo Gallegos; Cyril Siltala; David Camp; Dawn St George; Gene Bostwick; Ivan Trujillo; Jim Strozier; Joe Ortiz;

John Ortiz; Jose Varela Lopez; Juan J. Gonzales; Kathryn Becker; Kyle Harwood; Martin R. Najera; Melissa
Garcia; Noah Berke; Robert P. Romero; Stan Jones; Sylvia LeMaster; Tino Gallegos; Tom Dixon; Vincent Marchi;
Robert Griego; Paul Olafson

Subject: FW: Robert R. Tillman/Wyrd Investments, LLC Public Comment Regard Santa Fe County Sustainable Land
Development Code

Date: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 4:13:10 PM

Attachments: Document #1, Las Lagunitas Homeowners Association Covenants 1-10-97.pdf

Document #2. Las Lagunitas Fifth Phase Filing. Sheet 3.pdf

Document #3. Letter from Ranch Partners to Nicholas C de Baca regarding Lot 106 Commercial Zoning 9-29-
05.pdf

Document #4, Letter from Ranch Partners to La Cienega Valley Association Board 11-15-05.pdf

Document #5. Letter from Las Cienega Valley Association to Linus Abeyta regarding Lot 106 Commercial Use 1-
2-06.pdf

Document #6. Lot 106 Retail Commercial Development Site Concept produced by Ranch Partners.pdf
Document #7. Lot 106 Clinic Proposal.pdf

Document #8. Lot 106 Santa Fe County Assessor Record 42514.pdf

Dear Amy,

I just want to put on record again that | have a long standing request to have standing request to zone my
property (Las Lagunitas Lot 106 (TAX LOCATION ID/ACCOUNT: 910011414 PROPERTY
ADDRESS: CALLE MILPA , PER PLAT 600/47 TI5SNR8E S5, 6.995 AC RESERVED FOR
,COMMERCIAL DEV DEED BOOK and PAGE: 1676267, MAP CODE: 1-044-090-191-152) zoned
as Commercial Neighborhood (CN). Please see the attached email, which includes very extensive
documentation.

Sincerely,
Bob

Robert R. Tillman

Wyrd Investments, LLC
14 Sunshine Ave.
Sausalito, CA 94965
415-332-9242 Telephone
415-332-2639 FAX
415-297-9242 Mobile

rrti@pacbell.net

From: "Robert R. Tillman" <rrti@pacbell.net>

Date: Friday, April 25, 2014 at 9:13 PM

To: Robert Griego <rgriego@co.santa-fe.nm.us>

Cc: Sarah ljadi <sijadi@co.santa-fe.nm.us>, Sarah ljadi <sijadi@santafecounty.org>,
<cnromero@santafecountynm.gov>, <pengreen@santafecountynm.gov>,
<eagarcia@santafecountynm.gov>, Raymer Shaw <rayjoshaw02@gmail.com>, Carl Dickens
<cedickens2@yahoo.com>

Subject: Robert R. Tillman/Wyrd Investments, LLC Public Comment Regard Santa Fe
County Sustainable Land Development Code
Dear Robert,

Thank you for taking time to talk with me today. | was unable to find an online link for inputing public
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comment on the Santa Fe County Sustainable Land Development Code. Therefore, |1 would greatly
appreciate your help in placing my comments below on the public record.

Please let me know what else | can do to further the process.
Sincerely,

Robert R. Tillman
President and CEO
Wyrd Investments, LLC
14 Sunshine Ave.
Sausalito, CA 94965
415-332-9242 Telephone
415-332-2639 FAX
415-297-9242 Mobile

rrti@pacbell.net

Robert R. Tillman, President and CEO of Wyrd Investments, LLC Public Comment Regard Santa Fe
County Sustainable Land Development Code

I am the President and CEO of Wyrd Investments, Inc. Our company owns 17 lots in the Las Lagunitas
development, including Las Lagunitas Lot 106 (TAX LOCATION ID/ACCOUNT: 910011414
PROPERTY ADDRESS: CALLE MILPA , PER PLAT 600/47 TISN R 8E S5, 6.995 AC RESERVED
FOR ,COMMERCIAL DEV DEED BOOK and PAGE: 1676267, MAP CODE: 1-044-090-191-152).

I am writing to request that Las Lagunitas Lot 106 receive a Commercial Neighborhood (CN) zoning
designation in the Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code so that this land can be put to its highest
and best use for the local community.

1. My understanding based on several discussions with Sarah ljadi, a staff member in the Planning Division
of Santa Fe County is Las Lagunitas Lot 106 has long been identified by planners as a likely commercial
site. In fact, Las Lagunitas Lot 106 was specifically designated as a commercial site in the recent draft of
the La Cienega/La Cieneguilla Community Plan update that was put on hold until completion of the Santa
Fe County Sustainable Land Development Code.

2. The description of the Commercial Neighborhood (CN) zoning designation exactly fits the situation of
Las Lagunitas Lot 106, to wit: ""Generally, the desired location of these commercial areas is at
the periphery, focal point, or a major entrance to one or more neighborhoods, along a
minor or subdivision collector or higher roadway classification, or along a major access
road at the entrance to or in a focal point of a neighborhood. The size of neighborhood
commercial districts will typically be between one and twenty contiguous acres.” Las
Lagunitas Lot 106 is exactly at the corner of Entrada La Cienega and the 1-25 frontage road
and is approximately 7 acres in size. In fact, there has been much discussion over the years of
actually placing a sign at this intersection describing it as the formal entrance to La Cienega.

3. Virtually all of the commercial or community uses ever discussed for this property are
covered by the Commercial Neighborhood (CN) zoning designation, including a clinic, a
market, a small retail center, a restaurant, etc. Based on my discussions with Raymond Shaw, the
President of the Las Lagunitas Homeowners Association, and with Carl Dickens, the President of the La
Cienega Valley Association, the community has always assumed that Lot 106 would be developed for
commercial use and is generally supportive of such development.
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4. Las Lagunitas Lot 106 is not only the best but is also the only viable location for significant
commercial activities for the La Cienega community. If Las Lagunitas Lot 106 were zoned
residential and a single family house were built on this lot, the La Cienega community would forever
lose the potential to locate significant commercial activities at the most convenient spot for the

community.

5. Based on my research, there is a long history of discussion and community support for the potential
commercial use of Las Lagunitas Lot 106. Below are listed in chronological order (and attached to this
email) the documents that detail this history:

Document #1: Las Lagunitas Homeowners Association Covenants 1/10/97. The relevant passages
are as follows:

Lot: Any parcel of land shown upon any recorded subdivision map of the Property
with the exception of the Common Areas. Although the parcel identified as Lot 106
was created as a result of the Las Lagunitas Subdivision, it is only subject to this
Declaration if used for residential purposes. If Lot 106 is used for commercial
purposes, this Declaration shall not apply to Lot 106.

6.6 Combination of Lots. The Owner of two or more contiguous Lots may combine
the Lots for the purpose of construction of a single-family dwelling, as described in
paragraph 6.1.a. herein, on a site which would otherwise violate the setback
requirements. The combined Lots may be resubdivided into the original Lots only if
such resubdivision will not result in a violation of any provision of the Declaration,
including the setback requirements. No original Lot may be subdivided into smaller
tracts, except for Lot 106, which may be subdivided if allowed by the Santa Fe County.

7.17. Subdivision of Lots. No Lots shall be further subdivided or otherwise
partitioned or severed, except for Lot 106, which may be subdivided if allowed by
Santa Fe County.

11.2 Water Wells. Water wells are located on Lots 23, 75, 102, and 105. These wells
and the water rights associated to these wells belong to LLHA. The use and
withdrawal of water from and access to these wells is reserved exclusively for LLHA.
Water well numbered RG 39419, located on Lot 106, belongs to the owner of Lot 106,
and use and withdrawal of water from, and access to, this well is reserved exclusively
to the owner of Lot 106. Water well numbered RG-5530, located on Tract C, as
described on the Plat, its use, water rights, and access thereto, belong to the GCIA.

13.2 Commercial Use of Lot 106. Lot 106 is within a designated Major Center
District commercial node. The owner(s) of Lot 106 reserve the right to develop Lot
106 for commercial purposes in accordance with the County Land Development Code
as it may be amended from time to time. Although Lot 106 was created as a result of
this Subdivision, it is not subject to this Declaration unless it is used for residential
purposes.

Document #2: Las Lagunitas Fifth Phase Filing, Sheet 3. This document, filed in 2005, has written
on Lot 106: “Reserved for commercial development subject to master plan approval by the county.”

Document #3, Letter from Ranch Partners to Nicholas C de Baca regarding Lot 106 Commercial
Zoning 9/29/05. This letter from Ranch Partners to the purchaser of Lot 106 discusses the proposed
commercial development of Lot 106. Mr. C de Baca purchased Lot 106 in 2005 but subsequently did
not develop it. Lot 106 was ultimately foreclosed upon, passed through a series of bank owners and
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was subsequently purchased by my company, Wyrd Investments, LLC, in July 2012.

Document #4, Letter from Las Lagunitas Developer to La Cienega Valley Association Board
11/15/05. This letter from Jim Otis details discussions with the La Cienega Valley Association Board
regarding the commercial development of Lot 106.

Document #5, Letter from Las Cienega Valley Association to Ranch Partners regarding Lot 106
Commercial Use 1/2/06. This letter, dated January 2, 2006, signed by the entire La Cienega Valley
Association Board, specifically supports the commercial use of Lot 106. Follow on correspondence
attached to this document details subsequent discussions between Ranch Partners and the La Cienega
Valley Association Board.

Document #6, Lot 106 Retail Commercial Development Site Concept produced by Ranch Partners.
This document is of historical interest and was provided to me by Jim Otis of Ranch Partners, the
original Las Lagunitas developer.

Document #7, Lot 106 Clinic Proposal. This document is a proposal for a local health clinic on Lot
106 and was provided to me by Linus Abeyta, the former property manager of Las Lagunitas. To my
knowledge, a wide variety of potential commercial uses for Lot 106 have been discussed over the
years based on my conversations with Jim Otis, Linus Abeyta, Raymond Shaw (the President of the
Las Lagunitas Homeowners Association) and Carl Dickens (the head of the La Cienega Valley
Association).

Document #8, Lot 106 Santa Fe County Assessor Record 4/25/14. This current online record

describes Las Lagunitas Lot 106 as follows: CALLE MILPA , PER PLAT 600/47 TISNR8E S5,
6.995 AC RESERVED FOR ,COMMERCIAL DEV.
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COVENANTS
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August 13, 1936

Charles W. Robinson, DP=1107 1422145

page 9

date :he discharqe commences, or seven vears from_the date of “his
lezter, whichever occurs firat, You must submit an application
for cenewal at least 120 days before the expiration date.

Sincerely,

F it
Marcy Leavitt, Chief
Ground Water Quality Bureau

ML:5M/am

Enclosures: NMED Monltor Well Censtructier Guidelines
Monitorlng Requirements Summary

xc: James Bearzi, Dlst, Hanager, MMED Diat, 2
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"1-15-25. 127 14PM,

November 15, 2005

La Cienega Village Association Board
Re: Ranch Partners Lot 106

Dear Board Members:

This letter is to ensure that all merabers of the Board are properly informed regarding certain
discussions that have occurred with Ms. Camilla Bustamonte.

Tn Tune of this year, we met with Ms. Bustamonte and Karl Dickens. Duning the meeting we learned
of Ms. Bustamonte's interest in including in our planned commercial development of the acreage
on Lot 106, at the intersection of the frontage road and County Road 50-F, a provision for sale of
products produced in La Cienega.

We advised her that we had slways cooperated with La Cienega and would consider favorably any
such arrangement so long as it was economicaily viable.

Subsequently, she sent a proposal for a broad-based organic product development program that was
far from the idea discussed in our first meeting. As it did not include any discussion of the
commercial economics of the plan, we assumed that this would be forthcoming at a later date. We
never received any such details related to the economnics of her plan.

On September 13, 2005, we entered into a contract for the sale of the commercial property (Lot 106)
which may or may not bz finalized. However, we have planned to discuss with the prospective buyer
arrangements for sale of La Cienega produets at this site.

R o
We now understand that Ms. Bustamonte has presented to the Souncil 4n outline of het plan, stating
that we were supportive. This is not true, as we have never been given an geonowmic projection to
establish its viability either for La Cienega or for the developer of this commetcial property.

Ranch Partners has cooperated with La Cienega since the initiation of this project, althongh we now

anticipate a substantial loss based largely upon our contributions to your communitymese include
the following:

1. Costs resulting from the two year delay in commencement of construction as we sought final
resolution of an agreement with La Cienega;

2. Theincrease in the size of the County water pipeline from the penitentiary to the project from 12
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1=18-28, 120 14PN,

La Cienega Village Association Board
November 15, 2005
Page 2

inches to 16 inches in diameter, and the extension of this line to the boundary of La Cienega. This
was done to make available to your community additional water for future requirements which added
approximately $250,000.00 to our project costs;

3. A proven and developed well #RG-5530 with acre feet of associated water rights with a
current value of § :

¥

4. An easeraent for a pipeline from this well to the primary lake and agreement to install the pipeline
if requested to maintain the lake level;

5. Agreement to pay t¢ the La Cienega Ditch Association and Guleo Ditch Association a total of
$1,000.00 per lot sold — or $106,000.00 for the entire project; and

6. Cost of relocating s grading and paving of County Road 50-A on the north side of the property
~ approximate cost f&r the project $200,000.00.

I believe we have been more than generous in continuing to meet all of our commitments to your
cornmunity. ‘You also have our assurance that we will endeavor to support your desire to sell local
products in the planned commercial development. However, 1 am sure you understand that any such
arrangernent must be on an economically sound basis for all concemed.

Sincerely,

RANCH PARTNERS, LLC

Jim Otis

cc: Chairman, Santa Fe County Cornmission
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Ellen Wittman

228 East Cordova Road
Santa Fe, NM 87505-0660
505.982.3833
Lemail{@earthlink.net

Clinica La Cienega brings integrated, quality medical care within the
context of a Medical Home to a traditionally medically under-served
rural community in Northern New Mexico.

» A comprehensive range of generational family practice services available
in a stress-free, patient-centered environment.

» Facilities include a Medical clinic, Community center, Dental clinic and a
Community garden on five acres of land serving the .a Cienega Valley.

« Staffing includes medical, social work, psychiatric services; diabetic
educator; holistic, alternative practitioners; on-site x-ray and lab capability,
training for medical/dental student interns and community volunteers.

» Low cost to patients, emphasis on preventive medicine, education; provide

a sliding scale fee structure: No one will be refused service for lack of
funds.

The villages of La Cienega and La Cieneguilla in Santa Fe County are home to several
thousand residents. Many live in mobile homes on rental land. It is rural, agricultural
and without a medical or dental facility. La Cienega is tri-cultural with a diverse
population including laborers, business people, artisans, farmers, many of whom have no
health insurance or access to health care other than the emergency department ata
hospital in Santa Fe or Albuquerque.

Our clinic, with emphasis on preventive medical care, health education and easy access to
quality medical care will serve to reduce medical costs and be able to provide referrals to
services when needed. Medical Home provides comprehensive, preventative health care.
Our facility provides allopathic as well as alternative, integrated, holistic medical care. A
community of caregivers — health partners who provide a framework for a wellness
continuum, commits us to patient-centered health care. In supporting healthy living
choices and providing interaction with health care partners, a provider-patient bond will
be forged. We all have a stake in supporting a healthy community. Incorporating
electronic health records (EHR) system of annotating and following disease patterns and
using Telemedicine to connect our clinic to UNM will contribute to accountability and
continuity of patients’ health progress, efficacy and lead to positive patient outcomes.
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A community center associated with Clinica La Cienega will provide day care, and
auditorium for guest speakers. Group visual arts programs can reinforce positive effects
of taking care of one’s self and family. Community garden will be available for patient
education to emphasize healthy eating choices.

Full time staff consists of physician assistant/medical director, nurse and medical
assistant. Part time essential staff includes a medical doctor, dentist, diabetes nurse
educator, mental health professionals, nutritionist, x-ray technician/laboratory
coordinator, mental health professionals, IT director. Local volunteers, student interns
from across the state will teach and learn at our community, patient-centered clinic.

- As a member of the County Commission, you arc well aware of our states’ health care
needs. Many citizens are desperate and frustrated at lack of accessible, affordable
medical care. Although the magnitude of New Mexico’s current financial distress was
not anticipated, the ever-increasing poverty and concomitant poor health care outcomes
associated with the economic downturn makes a compelling argument for speedy
implementation of a community health clinic providing comprehensive, preventative, low
cost health care.

My background led me to this juncture of envisioning a “Medical Home Model” of
medical care many years before the term came into use. Personal and professional
experience includes occupations as a small business (restaurant) owner, a theatre
production manager, television executive and most recently, physician assistant. When I
graduated from PA school I chose work in rural, under-served communities such as Las
Vegas and environs, Carrizozo and Las Cruces’ Detention Center. With a background in
fund raising, holistic health care, pain management, behavioral health and addiction
medicine, T bring energy, enthusiasm and positive outlook to my work as a clinician and
mentor. As this twenty-year old dream unfolds and progresses, | am pleased to tell you
about this project. I thank you and welcome your support, questions and comments.

Sincerely,
Ellen Orr Witiman, MD, PA-C

ESTIMATED FINANCTAL DISTRIBUTION - Clinica La Cienega

1. PURCHASE LAND : $100,000.00
2. (PREFAB) CLINIC BUILDING AND EQUIPMENT 450,000.00
3. SMALL HOUSING UNITS 50,000.00
4. LANDSCAPING, IRRIGATION, GARDEN EQUIPMENT 5.000.00
5. STAFF SALARIES/ YR (dental not included) 350,000.00
6. COMMUNITY CENTER FACILITY 350,000.00
7. INSURANCE, LICENSES, BONDS/ YR 350,000.00
8. UTILITIES 50.000.00
9. MAINTENANCE 50,000.00
TOTAL ‘ $1,755,000.00
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4/25/2014, 9:06 PM

/ UNT 910011414

NAME: WYRD INVESTMENTS LLC

ADDRESS: C/O ROBERT R TILLMAN 14 SUNSHINE AVE
SAUSALITO , CA 94965

PROPERTY USE: VAC
TAX DISTRICT: CO

PROPERTY ADDRESS: CALLE MILPA , PER PLAT 600/47 T15N R 8E S 5, 6.995 AC RESERVED FOR
,COMMERCIAL DEV

DEED BOOK and PAGE: 1676267

MAP CODE: 1-044-090-191-152

PENDING PAYMENT: $0.00

Assessment Information

2014 Land and Improvement Values

Land Value $215000
Improvements $0
Personal

Property $0

Alternate Value $0
Livestock Value $0

Exemptions $0
Total Full
$214999.97
Value
Total Taxable
$71666.66 * |
value net value/3
http://sfcwebsphere01.co.santa-fe.nm.us:9080/testapp/SearchByAccountServiet Page 1 of 1
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Public Comment 22

First | Last Summary Analysis and Staff
D FIEIEEn Name| Name SIS Re():/ommesr/]dation
22 36 ((950000308), [Janice [Heikenen [The parcel at 50 Pinon Jay Trail [This property is divided into two
48 (26008680) B and has two zones - the main pie zoning districts Res-E and Res-F. The
and 50 Gary S shaped body is Residential area is located in SDA-2 and the
(950000307) Estate (as are the other two lots) |entire parcel in question contains 3.6

Pinon Jay Trail,

and the upper portion which is a
"tongue" that follows Pinon Jay
Trail towards the end is listed as
Residential Fringe. We'd like the
entire parcel to be zoned
Residential Estate instead of
splitting it into two zones. Please
advise us of your decision by
email at your earliest
convenience. Cell is 906-370-
6568 for clarification of
comments. We are out of state
and unable to attend the
meetings, or meet with you in
person. However, we hope to
build in the near future.

22. Janice B and Gary S Heikenen 11.4.15

22.A. Janice B and Gary S Heikenen 11.18.15

acres. Based on this information and
since only a limited area is involved,
it is recommended that the northern
1.15 +/- acres of this parcel be
changed to include the entire parcel
into “Residential Estate”.
Recommendation: Change the portion
of Parcel 950000307 (1.15 +/- acres)
from “Residential Fringe” to
“Residential Estate”.




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Thursday, November 05, 2015 9:41:47 AM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

We recently purchased 36 ((950000308), 48 (26008680) and 50 (950000307) Pinon Jay Trail, Santa Fe. The parcel
at 50 Pinon Jay Trail has two zones - the main pie shaped body is Residential Estate (as are the other two lots) and
the upper portion which is a \"tongue\" that follows Pinon Jay Trail towards the end is listed as Residential Fringe.
We\'d like the entire parcel to be zoned Residential Estate instead of splitting it into two zones.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
950000307

Property Owner (First Name)
Janice B. and Gary S

Property Owner (Last Name)
Heikenen

Physical Address of Property
50 Pinon Jay Trail

Email address:
windigo906@gmail.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RES-E- Residential Estate

Requested Zoning Classification
RES-E - Residential Estate

Additional Comments
Please advise us of your decision by email at your earliest convenience. Cell is 906-370-6568 for clarification of

comments. We are out of state and unable to attend the meetings, or meet with you in person. However, we hope to
build in the near future. Thanks for your consideration.
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From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 11:19:34 AM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments
One parcel has two designations.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
950000307

Property Owner (First Name)
Janice B. and Gary S

Property Owner (Last Name)
Heikenen

Physical Address of Property
50 Pinon Jay Trail, Santa Fe

Email address:
windigo906@gmail.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RES-E- Residential Estate

Requested Zoning Classification
RES-E - Residential Estate

Additional Comments

The property at 50 Pinon Jay Trail has two colors/designations. Request that the entire property has a single zoning
designation of residential estate. Thanks, please reply.
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Public Comment 23

First | Last . .
ID| Property Name |Name Comment Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
23970002296 Jerry |Lebo |Request for a change  [This is subdivided area south of Rio Chiquito, where the

23. Jerry Lebo 11.4.15

from Rural-Residential
to Residential Fringe
based on proximity to
Chimayo and Cundiyo.

lots are generally in the 6- to 12-acre range, with an
average lot size of 9.65 acres. The parcel in question is
10.1 acres. This area is in SDA-3 and is not served by a
water system and proposed zoning is in accordance with

zoning map criteria. Recommendation: No change.




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Thursday, November 05, 2015 10:55:22 AM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

Please consider rezoning this parcel RES-F. This parcel is zoned as RUR-R on the proposed zoning map at the
moment, yet it is essentially part of Chimayo/Cundiyo area. Neither Cundiyo nor Chimayo have any land zoned
RUR-R (all the private land in Cunidyo is zoned RES-F). so why would this parcel be considered differently? Also,
the adjacent property has a large parcel that has been zoned for a number of 1 acre residential lots--thus clearly land
adjacent to residential lots is residential fringe by definition. Also, give one can walk in a matter of minutes to
Chimaryo and Cundiyo residential lots from the parcel--and | was a resident of Cundiyo when | bought the land.
There is no logic to zoning the land as rural residential when connected within minutes of walking to three
residential areas.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
970002296

Property Owner (First Name)
Jerry

Property Owner (Last Name)
Lebo

Physical Address of Property
15 Santa Cruz Lake Road

Email address:
jerrylebo@gmail.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RUR-F - Rural Fringe

Requested Zoning Classification
RES-F - Residential Fringe

Additional Comments

This land is connected to residential lots next door and short walking distance to two residential areas. Zoning
should be RUR-F.
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Public Comment 24

ID| Property I\'T;ﬁlte I\Il_;r;te gt?rrnnnr?:rr'l; Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

24 |Campbell Campbell Request for a |This is an area of approximately 2,410 acres that has been
Corp. Parcel |Corp change from |subdivided into 15 parcels of about 160 acres each. These
State Highway Ag/Ranch to |lots have been created by exemption. The Campbell
14 and 344 Rural. Corporation owns most of these parcels, and also owns

24. Campbell Ranch 11.5.15

24 .A. Mike Sanderson 11.24.15

24 B. Elizabeth Tapia 11.24.15

extensive areas to the south, in the Town of Edgewood,
and to the west, in Bernalillo County and is largely located
along the Turquoise Trail National Scenic Byway.. The
San Pedro community lies to the east, which consists
mainly of parcels in the 10- to 40-acre range. The entire
area in question is in SDA-3 and is not served by a central
water system. Proposed zoning for this area is in
accordance with zoning map criteria. Recommendation:
No change.




From: Robert Griego

To: Amy M. Rincon

Cc: Tim Cannon

Subject: FW: Zoning Change Request for Campbell Corporation at SW14 & 344
Date: Thursday, November 05, 2015 2:57:03 PM

Attachments: 2015 10 15 Campbell Corporation Zoning Requet to SFC SW14 & 344.pdf

2015 10 15 Cambell Ranch SF Interactive Map (NM 14 & 344) .pdf

Please add to database.

From: Mike Sanderson [mailto:msanderson@slwc-llc.com]

Sent: Thursday, October 15, 2015 10:14 AM

To: Robert Griego

Cc: Robert Gately

Subject: Zoning Change Request for Campbell Corporation at SW14 & 344

Robert,

I am attaching a request for Campbell Corporation in South Santa Fe County at state highway
14 and 344 for your review. Please contact me at 505 660-3929 or email me at

msanderson@slwc-llc.com to discuss.
Thanks,

Mike Sanderson
Sanderson Land & Water Consulting, LLC
SLWC

msanderson@slwec-llc.com
505 660-3929 (Mobile)
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Proposed Zoning Districts
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[ |
SLWC
Mike Sanderson
SANDERSON LAND & WATER CONSULTING LLC

October 15, 2015

Mr. Robert Griego
Planning Manager
Santa Fe County
102 Grant Ave
Santa Fe, NM 87504

Re: Campbell Corporation Parcel State Hwy 14 & 344

Dear Mr. Griego:

Campbell Corporation has just come aware of the changes happening with the new
sustainable growth management plan (SGMP) and sustainable land development
code (SLDC). These new changes created the new zoning for the land uses in Santa
Fe County, which is consistent with the plat of this property. The property is zoned
AG/Ranch (one resident per 160 acres) that aligns with sixteen lots as platted. They
are not intending to change the plat from sixteen 160-acre lots with the majority of
the acreage be used as either ranch or agriculture. At the time the property was
platted, this property could have any of the lots subdivided easily to four 40-acre
lots. This was an item that we wanted for a sales purpose the flexibility to allow
purchasers to subdivide, which brings diversity to the project. The forty-acre lots as
minimum still keeps the character of a rural feeling for the land.

We realize the land has the ability of density bonus that allows an additional
residence or two residences on each lot with the condition 75% of the land create an
open space. This open space would still allow the agricultural and ranching the
property for its intended use of this property. This could be a density that will be
used on some of the lots.

We want the ability to represent the land that could be subdivided easily to four 40-
acre lots as an option for future owners of the property. We are requesting this
property be zoned “Rural” instead of “AG/Ranch”. We believe the property will
create a diverse property mixed with larger lots keeping the 160 lots with one
residence, 160 lots with 2 residences using density bonus, and remaining with 4
residences per lot subdividing the 160-acre lots. This multi-density on this property

8305 Signal Ave. NE
Albuquerque, NM 87122
(505) 660-3929

MSANDERSON@SLWC-LLC.COM
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[ |
SLWC
Mike Sanderson
SANDERSON LAND & WATER CONSULTING LLC

will create a smooth transition to adjoining properties with their master plan. This
“Rural” zoning will keep the tradition of this land being an agricultural /ranch

property.

We realize this change in zoning will create an increased water use with some of the
sixteen lots having four residences instead of one residence as platted. We are
planning on reviewing our planned water resources for this property and will
provide this in the next couple of weeks for your review.

We know you are on the conclusion of completing your analysis of all the properties
in Santa Fe County and planning to have the zoning map approved by the Board of
County Commission (BCC) this year. We request you evaluate our request and let
me know if this is feasible to add this change for this property to have a “Rural”
zoning classification as part of the BCC approval.

[ am attaching a map from your interactive zoning, which I have added lot numbers
that might not tie to the plat. [ added the lot numbers to show the quantity of lots on
the property. After your review of this request, please call me at 505 660-3929 or
email at msanderson@slwc-llc.com to discuss or set up a meeting.

Since_rely,

ide ﬂh,a_

Mike Sanderson
Principal

8305 Signal Ave. NE
Albuquerque, NM 87122
(505) 660-3929

MSANDERSON@SLWC-LLC.COM
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[Previously sworn, Mike Sanderson testified as follows:]
MIKE SANDERSON: My name is Mike Sanderson. My address is 8305 Signal
Avenue Northeast in Albuquerque, and I’ m representing Campbell’ s Corporation in South
Mountain Ranch. | want to provide you a copy of what | provided to staff for your review. South
Mountain Ranch is a 2,600-acre project. It's by Highway 14 and 344, by the Town of Golden
and close to the Edgewood area.

At this point, it was platted in 2003 as basically one residence per 160 acres and it was a
160-acre project of 16 tracts. One tract has been sold to the County of Santa Fe and the other 15
are remaining to be sold.

When we did our original plat and we were looking at that we had the ability to subdivide
for future owners down to 40-acre rural lots, and the new zoning that this project has been
classified asit’s ag-ranch, which is one residence per 160 acres, which doesn’t really provide us,
wefeel like the flexibility that we need for the future. I’ ve talked with staff. They’ ve been very
great to work with, and I think the biggest issues is, the concern is that if we went to rural that
you can do the density bonus after rural. That’s not at all what we're asking for. We want to be
able to basically not have a density bonus below the 40-acre lots. We want to be able to keep the
land as an agricultural type land. We want to be able to keep the heritage and it has topo and it
has different items that are there.

Theland that is around this project towards Golden, it’s classified asrural. To the east it’s
rural. It goes all the way down to residential fringe. So it’s varied along there and there's
definitely a map in there showing the project and at the same time it doesn’t show the area that’s
around it below it, with Campbell Corporation owns with Edgewood, that density is actually one
to two acres. So we just —we're try trying to be able to create some flexibility. When it comes to
water for the project, we understand the .25 acre-feet per resident, and then you have agricultural
that you have to work with the New Mexico State Engineer on those numbers.

The project itself has a well that the project has been dedicated for 210 acre-feet, soit’'s
not like the project doesn’t have water, but we are wanting to be able to try to keep, have the
flexibility for future owners to be able to — because it’ s not going to probably call the real
ranchers. It’s probably going to be more the urban type, cowboy type people that are going to
come in there and they’ re going to do things on the weekends. So we're looking for that kind of
flexibility. We'd like you to re-look at the possibility of giving us a little more flexibility and
classifying us to the 40 acres, but we don’t want the density bonus below that 40 acres.
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[Previously sworn, Elizabeth Tapia testified as follows:]
ELIZABETH TAPIA: Good evening, Commissioners. My name is Elizabeth
Tapiaand I'm representing about five members of our family that have property up in Golden,
and I’m concerned about the 160-acre parcels of zoning in the San Pedro area. And | just wanted
to convey to you our concern with creating smaller parcels of land in this area because of our

concerns with the lack of water. We're hoping that you take into consideration the watertable
before granting smaller parcels. Thank you.
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From: Penny Ellis-Green

To: Amy M. Rincon; Robert Griego

Subject: FW: requested changes to the proposed zoning map
Date: Thursday, November 05, 2015 5:12:26 PM
Attachments: 2015 Industrial final.pdf

For the database

From: walter wait [mailto:waltwait@q.com]

Sent: Thursday, November 05, 2015 3:50 PM

To: Penny Ellis-Green

Cc: Robert Griego; sma-board; RI1I

Subject: requested changes to the proposed zoning map

Attached is a letter recommending changes to the proposed Santa Fe County Zoning Map.
While sent under the auspices of the San Marcos Association, it has been endorsed by the
following organizations: San Pedro Neighborhood Association, Turquoise Trail Preservation
Trust; Turquoise Tail Association, Rancho Sn Marco HOA, Las Candelas de Los Cerritos;
Rural Conservation Alliance; Cerritos Hills Park Coalition; Santa Fe Basin Water
Association; Madrid Merchants Association.

We appreciate your consideration of these concerns and would expect to see the attached
communication added to the November 10 BCC packet
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THE SAN MARCOS ASSOCIATION
November 3, 2015

THE SAN MARCOS ASSOCIATION
P. O.Box 722
Cerrillos, NM 87010

Re: A request to Eliminate the Proposed “light” Industrial Zone on the Turquoise Trail!
Dear County Commissioners & Staff,

The current draft county zoning map has a proposed 320-acre industrial zone placed on open

ranch lands (Bonanza Creek Ranch) pressed against the Turquoise Trail. As you know, the views
South from this scenic byway are spectacular and include the Cerrillos Hills. We know that there will
be future changes in this area and we support ranch owners in cluster development as well as
movie related enterprises with substantial set backs, however an industrial zone here is wrong.

While we applaud the recently added 1000’ buffer zone between the Scenic Byway and the proposed
industrial zone, we believe that the County should not sacrifice the scenic value of one of its most
attractive entry routes without the careful scrutiny that an applicant inspired rezoning application
would require.
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According to the SLDC Use Table and Classification Standards (LCBS), an industrial zone
would allow "by right" plants for processing chemicals, asphalt, cement, multistoried industrial
buildings, high-rise warehouses, automotive wrecking, salvage yards, junkyards, storage
structures, large area, multi-acre distribution transit warehouses, wholesale products, such as
motor vehicles, furniture, construction materials machinery and equipment, metals and
minerals, etc.

At the October BCC “Study Session”, the County Commission directed the planning staff to define
what “light Industrial” is and to change the proposed State Route 14 Industrial Zone to “light Industrial’.
On October 28th, County Planning responded with the following draft definition:

8.7.4.1. Purpose. The Industrial Light (IL) district is to provide for wholesale and warehousing
uses for non-hazardous materials as well as those industrial uses that include fabrication,
manufacturing, assembly or processing of materials that are in a refined form and that do not
in their transformation create smoke, gas, dust, noise, soot or lighting to a degree that is
offensive when measured at the property line of subject property. This district also provides for
research and development activities, mixed commercial and IL support services including
offices, restaurants, call centers, etc.

However, when the “use Table” is consulted, it would appear that “light Industrial” would permit the
full range of commercial and retail uses. Bowling alleys, sports arenas, golf courses, Superstores, most
retail stores, automobile sales and service - all would be permitted.

The definition for Light Industrial, therefore, is subverted by the use table and as defined, we believe
that “light Industrial” is not appropriate for any area south of the State Penitentiary on State Route 14.

The SGMP (county plan) adopted by the BCC in 2015 expressly directs that developers “Site . . .
industrial activities well away from . . . scenic byways" let alone National Scenic Byways.
1000 feet is not nearly “well away” enough.

To reinforce this position, the Turquoise Trail has no through-truck restrictions.

An industrial zone on Hwy 14 would create a scenario of industrial traffic moving up and down the
Byway. Most of Hwy 14 is a single lane in each direction with few areas for passing. Adding heavy
industrial and commercial traffic to a road already used heavily by cyclists, tourists, and commuters is
bad planning for an area such as this. In addition, creating an industrial/commercial zone here
would fatally mar the intended scenic nature of the Byway.

Further, the county does not even need additional industrial land, heavy or “light”. With the reduced
population projection portrayed in the revised 2015 County Plan, 989 acres is already available for

industrial use and is adequate for anticipated population growth. Even if a need was demonstrated
the Turquoise Trail is not an appropriate site.

Light industrial as defined in the proposed Use Table must be considered within the context of
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potential heavy truck traffic, toxic impacts, traffic congestion, the size and height of buildings that
could block visual resources, (especially with TDRs) and increased population density caused by the
planned adjacent Mixed use zoning. These are all important components in deciding whether or not
light industrial uses could impact the National Scenic Byway. When considered together, they clearly
call for a rejection of the proposed zoning.

The zoning map identifies an industrial zone on 599 - a four-lane Hwy. This is the kind of appropriate
and adequate location for the industrial needs of Santa Fe County. This area is already in use for
heavy industry,stockpiles - cement plants, and junkyards. It is not a tourist destination. Further, we
support a recognized need for industrial zoning in the Estancia area.

We recommend that the proposed “light” industrial zone on the Turquoise Trail National Scenic Byway
be eliminated from the Zoning map. Keep the Byway scenic, and keep industrial uses to along areas
like 599 and Estancia where it is best suited. The proposed “Light Industrial” zone on the
Turquoise Trail should be zoned “Rural Fringe” to reflect it’s current ranching heritage.

We also recommend that should the County Commission opt to insert “light Industrial” zoning along
the Turquoise Trail despite our objection, that all use table categories that currently are classified as
“permitted” be reclassified as “conditional” uses. All uses defined in the table that are inappropriate for
a light industrial zone should be prohibited, and that “mixed Commercial’ be removed from the
definition. We strongly recommend that the 1000’ setback be maintained in order to preserve
some measure of integrity for the National Scenic Byway.

A second alternative could also be considered. While we oppose the population build-out along the
National Scenic By-way that “Mixed Use zoning would promote, Mixed Use zoning may be a better
alternative for the 320 acres now preposed as “light Industrial”. The “mixed Use” definition would
eliminate most of the objectionable aspects of “light Industrial and still require developers to carefully
plan a residential community. Mixed Use residential would allow density transfers from the 1000 foot
set-back which industrial zoning may not be able to accept.What we propose is to eliminate the
“light Industrial Zone” and replace it with “Mixed Use”. We suggest that 320 acres of the
proposed mixed Use zone further south along the Scenic By-way be changed to “rural-fringe” - thus
preserving more of the important scenic view toward the Silver Hills. We suggest that the entire
Scenic By-way corridor, as identified as the “Turquoise Trail Environmental and Resource Protection
Overlay Zone” be extended to 1000 feet from the centerline on either side of the highway.

SIGNED:

Walter Wait
President; San Marcos Association

The following Neighborhood and Civic Organizations have endorsed and approved this set of recommendations:

San Pedro Neighborhood Association
Turquoise Trail Preservation Trust

Turquoise Trail Association

Las Candelas de los Cerrillos

Rural Conservation Alliance

Cerrillos Hills Park Coalition

Santa fe Water Basin Water Association

Madrid Merchants Association

Rancho San Marcos Home Owners Association
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From: Jilea Lee

To: r.n.olson@att.net; bill.baker@prodigy.net; Robert Bewley; Bob Clancy; Helen Crotty; DAVE CAMPBELL; GREG
PRICE; SALLY DOUGLAS; Amy M. Rincon

Cc: murlock@raubtreecounty.com; MIKE MADDEN EMRTC; ROGER HOLDEN EMRTC

Subject: Fwd: No Industrial zone on NM14 / letter for organizations to sign on to

Date: Friday, November 06, 2015 11:05:47 AM

Attachments: 2015 LETTER re INDUSTRIAL.pdf

Although our community is off of the Scenic Byway of North 14, we are connected to
the Turquoise Trail Preservation Trust and support the scenic beauty of Hwy. 14. |
have gone ahead and agreed to sign (from the SPNA) the "No Industrial Zone on NM
14" letter. Please read the enclosed attachment. Thank you, Jilea

From: "Michael Madden" <mikemadden52@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 04, 2015 2:11 PM

To: "Jilea Lee" <sisters@higherspeed.net>, "Toni Olson" <r.n.olson@att.net>
Cc: "Ross Lockridge" <murlock@raintreecounty.com>

Subject: Fwd: No Industrial zone on NM14 / letter for organizations to sign on to

Jilea and Toni,

As President and Treasurer respectively of SPNA, please read the attached letter and get back to Ross
as to whether SPNA would sign.

Ross,

East Mountain Neighborhood Coalition is comprised of sub-divisions lying in Bernalillo County, so in this
case it would not apply to them.

Mike

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Ross Lockridge <murlock@raintreecounty.com>

Date: Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 10:32 AM

Subject: No Industrial zone on NM14 / letter for organizations to sign on to
To: Michael Madden <Mikemadden52@gmail.com>

Michael,

The first hearing on the new county plan and zoning map is in just 6 days! and we are
helping to give input against an industrial zone planned to be along the Turquoise
Trail. I'd like to add the East Mountain Neighborhood Coalition to a list of signers to
the attached letter. | this case, the San Marcos Association is taking the lead but the
Turquoise Trial Regional Alliance will be a signer. The letter has a misspelling that
will get corrected along with a few other possible edits. Please let me know if the
SPNA will be a signer to the letter.
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Thanks,
Ross.
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From: Bob Clanc

To: sisters@higherspeed.net; r.n.olson@att.net; bill.baker@prodigy.net; Robert Bewley; Helen Crotty; DAVE
CAMPBELL; GREG PRICE; SALLY DOUGLAS; Amy M. Rincon

Cc: MIKE MADDEN EMRTC; ROGER HOLDEN EMRTC

Subject: Re: Fwd: No Industrial zone on NM14 / letter for organizations to sign on to

Date: Friday, November 06, 2015 5:46:37 PM

I'm all for it.

Bob Clancy

Board member

On 11/6/2015 11:04 AM, lJilea Lee wrote:

Although our community is off of the Scenic Byway of North 14, we are
connected to the Turquoise Trail Preservation Trust and support the
scenic beauty of Hwy. 14. | have gone ahead and agreed to sign (from
the SPNA) the "No Industrial Zone on NM 14" letter. Please read the
enclosed attachment. Thank you, Jilea

From: "Michael Madden" <mikemadden52@gmail.com=>
Sent: Wednesday, November 04, 2015 2:11 PM

To: "Jilea Lee" <sisters@higherspeed.net>, "Toni Olson™ <r.n.olson@att.net>
Cc: "Ross Lockridge" <murlock@raintreecounty.com=>
Subject: Fwd: No Industrial zone on NM14 / letter for organizations to sign on to

Jilea and Toni,

As President and Treasurer respectively of SPNA, please read the attached letter and get
back to Ross as to whether SPNA would sign.

Ross,

East Mountain Neighborhood Coalition is comprised of sub-divisions lying in Bernalillo
County, so in this case it would not apply to them.

Mike

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Ross Lockridge <murlock@raintreecounty.com>

Date: Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 10:32 AM

Subject: No Industrial zone on NM14 / letter for organizations to sign on to
To: Michael Madden <Mikemadden52@gmail.com>

Michael,

The first hearing on the new county plan and zoning map is in just 6 days!
and we are helping to give input against an industrial zone planned to be
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along the Turquoise Trail. I'd like to add the East Mountain Neighborhood
Coalition to a list of signers to the attached letter. | this case, the San
Marcos Association is taking the lead but the Turquoise Trial Regional
Alliance will be a signer. The letter has a misspelling that will get
corrected along with a few other possible edits. Please let me know if the
SPNA will be a signer to the letter.

Thanks,
Ross.
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From: Paul Olafson

To: Amy M. Rincon

Subject: FW: Light Industrial on the Turquoise Trail
Date: Thursday, November 19, 2015 11:40:18 AM
Attachments: 2015 letter on compromise.pdf

From: Penny Ellis-Green

Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2015 11:00 AM

To: Paul Olafson; Vicki Lucero

Subject: Fwd: Light Industrial on the Turquoise Trall

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID

-------- Original message --------
Subject: Light Industrial on the Turquoise Trail
From: walter wait <waltwait@qg.com>

To: Penny Ellis-Green <pengreen@santafecountynm.gov>,Robert Griego
<rgriego@santafecountynm.gov>,Katherine Miller <kmiller

CC: RIII <murlock@raintreecounty.com>,Kyle Harwood <kyle@egolflaw.com>

santafecountynm.gov>

Please see the San Marcos Association letter attached below concerning the North 14 IL
zoning and TT OERRP issues that were raised at the last SLDC mtg. A map was provided to
County staff on Tuesday morning by Mr. Kyle Harwood,consistent with the conversation

with Mr.s Wait and Lockridge and Mrs. Murray.
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THE SAN MARCOS ASSOCIATION
November 17, 2015

THE SAN MARCOS ASSOCIATION
P. O. Box 722
Cerrillos, NM 87010

Re: Moving the “light” Industrial Zone From the Turquoise Trail!

Dear County Commissioners & Staff,

As a result of the November 10th Board of County Commissioner’s meeting, Walter
Wait, representing a combined group of concerned Neighborhood and Ciivic
organizations, and Richard Hughes, owner of the Bonanza Creek Ranch- agreed to
enter into negotiations to resolve issues brought before the Board regarding the
proposed location of a light industrial zone along the Turquoise Trail ( Highway 14).

Accordingly,

Mr. Hughes, his counsel, Kyle S. Harwood from the law firm, Egolf, Ferlic and Day,
Walter Wait, Ross Lockridge, and Ann Murray, met on November 15th at Egolf,Ferlic
and Day’s Santa Fe Law Offices. There they discussed a possible compromise solution
to the issues brought before the County Commission on the tenth.

To wit: (1)The Ranch agreed that in order to protect the Scenic Byway from light
industrial uses that might impair the route’s use as a scenic byway, that the Highway 14
acreage now proposed on the draft zoning map be “light industrial” be moved to the
adjoining western section of the same property and “swapped” for the proposed “mixed
use” zoning classification that that section would hold.

2) that we withdraw our suggestion that the southernmost 320 acres along Highway 14
be eliminated from the proposed Mixed Use zone classification

3 That we support a change to the definition of “Movie Ranch” in the proposed code as
follows:

Movie Ranch: is primarily a facility for sets and scenery for the production of motion pictures
whose use and supporting structures may include movie sets, sound stages, recording studios,
distribution facilities, set construction facilities, backlots, temporary special effects facilities, dining
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facilities, mobile living and dressing quarters and any other theme based commercial enterprises which
may include, special events, sightseeing tours and photography, public and private gatherings, music and
arts events, education seminars, retail sales, food and entertainment as related to the location. Movie
ranches are most appropriate for large parcels where the activities and uses of the movie ranch will not
impact neighboring residential areas. All standards of the underlying zoning district where the movie
ranch is located shall apply.

All of the participants agreed that the addition of the proposed Turquoise Trail
Environmental and Resource Protection Overlay Zone (TERP) to the code and zoning
map is a good idea. Mr. Hughs is comfortable with the currently proposed 500’ setback
from the road’s centerline, while the various Associations believe that a 1000’ foot
setback would better protect the Trail’'s scenic values.

Therefore, we continue to support a change to a 1000’ set back for TERP for either light
industrial or mixed use zoning as an appropriate safeguard to the National Scenic By-
way.

We also discussed the need for future light industrial traffic to be directed to 1-25. A road
has already been conceived via what the SGMP shows in a “Future Road Network”

conceptual map,( SGMP page 159) and identified as road No. 9. As future Access is not
part of the proposed zoning map it is clear that issues of access must be explored as

part of the development process. However, We are opposed to traffic generated by the
proposed light industrial zone feeding onto the Scenic By-way.

Our suggestions, of course, are a compromise. What it accomplishes is to bring the
proposed zoning map into conformance with the SGMP by directing industrial activities
well away from scenic byways. Zoning light industrial essentially “behind” the State
penitentiary would not fatally mar the intended scenic nature of the byway. These
changes would also soften the impact of “mixed Use” zoning along the Turquoise Trail’,
and make the design of a future road for light industrial more compatible with a flow
directly toward 1-25 from the proposed light industrial zone.

If the County Commission approves these changes to the proposed zoning Map and
code,directing the planning staff to make the change, we feel that the County’s
interests, the Ranch'’s interests, and the National Scenic Byway'’s interest will be better
served.
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SIGNED:

Walter Wait
President; San Marcos Association

The following Neighborhood and Civic Organizations have endorsed and approved this set of
recommendations:

San Pedro Neighborhood Association
Turquoise Trail Preservation Trust
Turquoise Trail Association

Las Candelas de los Cerrillos

Rural Conservation Alliance
Cerrillos Hills Park Coalition

Santa fe Water Basin Water Users Association
Madrid Merchants Association
Rancho San Marcos HOA

Madrid Landowners Association
Madrid Cultural Projects

Madrid Water Cooperative
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From: Robert Griego

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: FW: Concerning Moving a Light Industrial Zone from NM14
Date: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 12:25:27 PM

Dear Commissioners,

Because all participants or stakeholders are in agreement and Staff is supportive, | wish to express my optimism (&
thankfulness) that the proposed light industrial zone will be moved away from NM14 and positioned more directly
in relation to 1-25.

Since "light" industrial businesses are capable of generating considerable truck traffic, | wish to emphasize and
encourage that future industrial applications in this zone will still be contingent upon the building of a road to 1-25
from the zone.

I would ask that this be discussed and officially encourage at this evening's hearing and noted as a condition, if
possible, based upon SGMP encouragements shown in the “Future Road Network” conceptual map.

Concerning adding a proposed Turquoise Trail Environmental and Resource Protection Overlay Zone (TERP) to the
code and zoning map, this is a very good idea. The creation of a Corridor Management Plan has long been
encouraged by those that live & work along the Turquoise Trail. Note the work on this by the Turquoise Trail
Association that is posted and may prove useful:

http://www.turquoisetrail.org/nsb/cmp.html

I would hope that the mitigation of visual impacts of future development along the Byway will always be of the
highest consideration and that Association's belief that a 1000 foot setback would better protect the Trail’s scenic
values, at a minimum.

Always remember that the Byway itself is a great and sustainable resource for the County.
Best regards,
Ross Lockridge

POB 22
Cerrillos, NM 87010
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WARREN THOMPSON: Warren Thompson, P.O. Box 236, Santa Fe, New Mexico, 87504 and
| am under oath. | wanted to talk to you about the two sections of property along State Route 14
between the County detention facility and the San Marcos Subdivision on the east side of State
Road 14. That property in the Sustainable Growth Management Plan was planned to be mixed
use, non-residential. It is currently on the zoning map as mixed use, which is primarily a
residential designation and I think it should be consistent with the plan. I am supportive of the
protection zone. And | don’t know what — is that 1,000 feet?

Y es. So we' ve setback San Marcos 1,000 feet. We' ve set back the County detention
facility 1,000 feet so we're in agreement with that protection zone but feel that the mixed-use
zoning with residential is inconsistent with the plan and the zoning map should be consistent
with the Sustainable Growth Management Plan. Thank you.

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: Thank you, Mr. Thompson. Mr. Wait, | think

you’ re on next.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 25.F.



WALTER WAIT: My name is Walter Wait, 48 Bonanza Creek Road, Santa Fe, New Mexico.
I’m here representing the San Marcos Association. First of all, Mr. Chair, members of the
Commission, I'd like to thank you for the opportunity to speak. We appreciate the consideration
that staff has given to our requests to move the light industrial area back from Highway 14. Both
our organizations and the owner of the ranch, Mr. Hughes met and we came to a consideration or
acompromise, let’s say and we're really appreciative that the Planning staff took that into
consideration and made a similar recommendation to you tonight. We also appreciate the fact
that the understanding of the 1,000 foot from the centerline on each side of the highway for the
Turquoise Trail environmental and resource protection zone is correct at 1,000 foot. There was
some controversy asto whether it was 500 feet or 1,000 feet and since it’s just been confirmed
that it's 1,000 feet we have no other real objections.

While the SMA does not approval the mixed-use designation between the elementary
school and the County jail the protection zone will help mitigate that adverse effect of
development on the national scenic byway and the scenic nature of the trail. Because of this we
urge the Commission to accept the changes to the proposed overlay map and incorporate the
zoning map into the code. Thank you very much.
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ROGER TAYLOR: Roger Taylor, 54 Camino los Angelitos, Galisteo. I'm here on two
issues tonight. First, it’s very exciting here after all these years. Very nice, and hopefully the
code to come right afterwards. The first is as a board member of Turquoise Trail Preservation
Trust representing the board tonight, again, to reiterate what Walt Wait had to say, we strongly
support that change in the zoning designation for that particular area along the Turquoise Trail,
along with the 1,000 setback.

On a second area of concern, representing the Village of Galisteo as well as the two
domestic mutual in Galisteo, we wanted to comment on the PD2 Galisteo Basin Preserve. We
think it’s very appropriate with the amended building plan for Commonweal that that remain a
planned development district zoning. That’s fine. And we have some concerns about the acreage
that was removed from that amended plan, which is, in all, about 8,000 acres if all plans by
Commonweal were to come to fruition. There's about 4,000 acres which under agreement to
purchase, but not yet purchased in that land that was removed from the building envelope.
Another 4,000 acres, about 2,400 of it as | understand is under conservation easement; 1600
acres is not.

Our concern s, and it’s nothing against Commonweal. They’ ve done a fabulous job of
taking large sections of land, getting conservation easements and the rest of that. And we do
think it's a great step that they’ re recommending today, going to at least residential fringe, which
is one dwelling per five acres rather than leaving that at a planned development district which is
one to one. However, given that this was prior to the purchase by Commonweal used as
agricultural-ranch land, given that there have been concerns raised by both the OSE and by the
Village of Galisteo as to water delivery and water capability, should building go on, given that
there’ s possibilities that because Commonweal has had to downsize, possibly from financial
pressures, or they could reach financial pressures in the future, to take that land which has been
taken out of the envelope and put it up for sale, which a developer could take, we would prefer
that we be a little bit more aggressive on that zoning and bring it to rural or rural fringe, and we
would appreciate that consideration. Thank you.

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: Commissioner Holian, did you want some
clarification on that?

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Roger, it looks like most of the land was turned
back into ag-ranch, so which part of the property are you speaking about?

MR. TAYLOR: I'm seeing the zoning proposed as of tonight as residential fringe
is what | thought | heard Robert say, but I may have been mistaken. | would like to be mistaken.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Perhaps you could talk to Robert. But mostly, on
the map that we have of the proposed changes by staff, most of it’'s ag-ranch now.

MR. TAYLOR: Wonderful. We'refine.
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[Previously sworn, Richard Hughes testified as follows:]

RICHARD HUGHES: Richard Hughes, 15 Bonanza Creek Lane. | have been
swornin. I'd like to hand out a letter for everyone. This confirms that we do acknowledge that
the change in the industrial zoning off 14 and we also acknowledge that this represents the
changes we' ve agreed to with the neighborhood. I’ d also like to acknowledge that regarding the
environmental overlay that we do agree with that as it is drafted and currently in the code.

Thelast item I’d like to address is regarding the definition of movie ranch. I’ ve spoken to
this once before, and we are very concerned still at Bonanza Creek regarding adding some
additional language to the movie ranch definition because throughout the years we' ve been
working with both staff and the County, we have been told that these activities, you could always
continue what you do, and the current definition does not encompass all the activities that are
currently being done at the movie ranch.

Many of these activities we have discussed with County staff, not necessarily with zoning
but with economic development and stuff like that because on your growth map, Bonanza Creek
Ranch Movie Set is considered an economic center. It is very important to the sustainability of
the ranch as it is. So | would like to just request that that definition be expanded. We have put a
copy of that into County staff already and it is circulated but we would really like some
consideration with that because it really is, all the activities that are currently being used,
whether it be special events, weddings, things like that that currently don’t fall into the movie
ranch definition. Any questions?

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: | don’'t have any questions but | think that your
comments are duly noted. We have your document and | know that staff will be working to
whatever extent possible changes.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 25.1.



Public Comment 26

First | Last : .
ID| Property Name | Name Comment Summary | Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
26 /910004509 |Cathie |Wingert |Request to change the [This property, commonly known as “Rancho Verano”,

26. Cathie Wingert 11.6.15

proposed zoning from
Residential Estate to
Residential Fringe to
reflect existing
covenants.

26.A. Cathie Wingert 11.12.15

26.B. Valerie Mazzoni 11.23.15

consists of 205 acres, and is located in the Eldorado
Water and Sanitation District, about a half-mile south
of Eldorado. There are existing covenants in place that
would restrict development. A master plan for forty
one 5-acre lots was approved in 1996 for the property
in question, although a plat was never recorded
subsequent to this master plan approval (which has
since expired). Considering the previously-approved
master plan and the deed restrictions in place, it is
recommended that the 205-acre parcel in question be
placed in the “Rural Fringe” zoning district.

Recommendation: Change to Residential Fringe.




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Friday, November 06, 2015 3:26:24 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance

Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

Request to change the proposed zoning from Residential Estate to Residential Fringe to reflect existing covenants.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

910004509

Property Owner (First Name)
Cathi

Property Owner (Last Name)
Wingert

Physical Address of Property
(No value)

Email address:
(No value)

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
(No value)

Requested Zoning Classification
(No value)

Additional Comments
(No value)

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments
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Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map: Adoption Draft,
October 27, 2015

Re: Current proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID 910004509

- The owners of the 24 lots (Tax Parcel IDs 910004510-11, 910004514-16, 950002803,
950003701-4, 950000287-91, 950002071/73/75/77/80, 950001018-19/27, 950002928)
immediately adjacent to Rancho Verano protest the proposed zoning of this 205 acre parcel as
RES-S with 2 1/2 acre lots increasing the density from 41 [ots to 82 lots

- All of Lot 7 is subject to the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions for Lot 7 of
the Eldorado Subdivision

- original document 614681-88 2/1988 signed by Robert Delp and Johanna Delp created
10 acre minimum lot requirements

- Amendment to the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions for Lot 7 of
the Eldorado Subdivision reduced the minimum lot size to 5 acres document
692028-31 dated 8/1990 included lot 7 (owned by Delp and Delp) with the subdivided
lots 7-A through 7-D

- Restrictive Covenants within lot 7, 7-D3, 7-E through 7-H document 1048333-44
provided further restriction and created a road maintenance obligation on lots 7-E
through 7-H but left the previous provisions for 5 acre minimum in place. (Lot 7 signing
owners Delp and Delp)

- The road maintenance organization that was created is legally known as the Las
Nubes Residence Association (LNRA) and includes the 24 previously listed lots. The
LNRA is financially responsible for the maintenance of Avenida Las Nubes, Rancho
Verano, Aguila, La Pintera, and Cuyuse and additionally it maintains Tren Via as the
outlet for Avenida Las Nubes to Avenida Eldorado

- Rancho Verano has two proposed access roads - one uses Rancho Verano (the 4th cul
de sac of our neighborhood dumping traffic onto Avenida Las Nubes and the second
routes traffic onto Tren Via (accessed through 3 of the lots in our neighborhood). Each
access route impacts our neighborhood.

- February 11, 2015 The LNRA sent a letter to Penny Ellis-Green outlining the above information
and requesting that Rancho Verano be zoned, along with the rest of the Lot 7 sections, under
the legal provisions of the Declaration of Covenants for Lot 7, as RES-F with 5 acre minimum
lot size. (Comments were also placed on the comment website)

- We again request that the zoning for this acreage be modified to that required by the existing
Covenants because of the negative financial impact the County’s proposed zoning will have:
1. Lowering our property values by the increased density from 41 lots to 82 lots in our
immediate neighborhood.
2. 2. The increased financial requirements for maintaining roads with at least double the traffic.
(Each owner already pays $400 per year to the LNRA)

Please contact us if you have any questions regarding our request or documentation.

Jim and Cathie Wingert Valerie Mazzoni
505-466-3507 505-466-6031

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.A.



February 11, 2015

Penny Ellis-Green

Growth Management Department Director
102 Grant Avenue

PO Box 276

Santa Fe, NM 87504-0276

re: Proposed zoning of Tax Parcel ID 910004509 (Rancho Verano subdivision - 0 Tren Via - owner
Rancho Verano Ltd.}

Dear Ms. Ellis-Green

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association, represents part of Lot 7, (the 24 lots immediately
to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision***). We are greatly concerned that the current zoning
proposal contradicts the Convents* for our immediate area by allowing a 100% increase in housing
density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing lot size minimums from 5 acres
to 2 1/2 acre. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5 acre minimum lot sizes for the
majority of Lot 7**. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Rancho Verano, shows zoning of
residential estate which would allow 2 1/2 acre minimum lots sizes. If this zoning is allowed, the
increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts to the roads that
our association funds and maintains.

We are requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same zoning proposed
for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance with the 5 acre lot
size minimum required by the Covenants*. (Should the owner of Rancho Verano, Rancho Verano Ltd.,
decide to pursue smaller lot sizes, they need to follow the process in the Covenants* which would require
75% of the Lot 7 owners to approve any modifications.)

We hope the County will honor the Covenants* which were lawfully put in place for altof Lot 7.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. if there are any questions or further information is needed,
please feel free to contact me.

Cathleen Wingert

Vice President, Las Nubes Residents Association
45 Avenida Las Nubes

Santa Fe, NM 87508

505-466-3507

* Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision (recorded
with the SF county clerk, book 614 pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres, book 692
pages 028-031)

* * | ot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision is the area south of Avenida Eldorado, west of the railroad right of
way (Tren Via), east of Avenida De Compadres and to the southem border of the property owned by
Rancho Verano tid. (Tax Parcel {D 910004509)

**Tay Parcel IDs 910004510-11, 910004514-16, 950002803, 950003701-4, 950000287-91,

950002071/73/75/77/80, 950001018-19/27, 950002928

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.A.
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+ 1L co. ¥ DECLARATION OF COVENANTS,
CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS FOR 14681

\’7 ,\(fz.\*.\b‘,!’.‘. LOT 7 OF THE ELDORADO SUBDIVISION
THIS DECLARATION, ade on the date hereinafter set forth by
Robert A. Delp and Johanna Delp, hereinafter referred to
collectively as ("Declarant").
WNITNESSETH:
NHEREAS Declarant is the owner of certain property in the

subdivision of Eldorado, County of Santa Fe, State of New Mexico,

more p rticularly described as: bEE EXHIKIT "A" ATTACHED HERTO

AND MADE A PART HEREOF.
(Note: legal description of lot 7 of the Eldorado subdivision to

be provided bY Declarant]) hereinafter referred to s the
Property.

NON, THEREFORE, peclarant hereby declares that all of the
acreage located at the Property described above sh 11 be held,
sold and conveyed ubject to the following restrictions,
covenants, and conditions {hersinafter scovenants”), which are
for the purpose of protecting the value and desirability of, and
which shall run with, the Propsrty nd be binding on all parties
h ving any right, title, or inter st in the Property or any part
thereof, their helirs, successors and assi n , and shall inure to
the benefit of each owner th reof and shall b included in full
or by reference, in all deeds nd mortg ges thereto.

1. MININUM LOT SIZE: The Property shall only be
subdivided in such a m nner 80 as tcd create lots of not less than

ten {10) acres. No 1ot s 11 be sold, exchanged, transferred,

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.A



€92030

1. MINIMUM LOT SIiZE: The Property shall be subdivided
1N such a manner so as to create lots of not less than tive (5)
acres.

All other Conditions and Restrictions set forth in tne

Declaration are hereby ratitied and contirmed.

s .g/ E-225- 90

obert A. Delp  * Date

A.»&/%j . §:R37-99
ohanna ‘Delp Date
Carl T. Jack Date

and 0. Jackson ... 1-11-90

Margyyet M. Jackson Date

...... S [.;{J..\‘?L?o

Jackson

;;f:: : ,9%“ oA 18- g0
Wﬁw g-22-90
anusl G Date

mwﬁ’e, T-22-90

Anita GO Late

Heritaae Partnership, by

’,?19 d&?/;o
1€s ‘Panacing” Part Dat

Grace 2 Us,
W S ayv/ro
P ner Date
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November 23, 2015

Re: County Zoning Map Pursuant to Ordinance 2013-6

Current proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID

910004509

Attached you will find:

—

b

Cover letter “Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map:
Adoption Draft.” Dated October 27, 2015

Letter to Penny Ellis-Green dated February 11, 2015

Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the
Eldorado Subdivision

31 Signed petitions requesting the proposed zoning of Ranch Verano be
changed to residential fringe. The petition lists reasons and concerns for the
request as well as noting the fact that the owners of Rancho Verano have had a
development master plan for 5 acre lots and that the total acreage has been
marketed over the past few years as a development of 5 acre lots.

Pursuant to Section 12-8-4(A)(3) of the Administrative Procedures Act, each
petition should be considered the individual testimony of each lot owner in lieu
of a personal appearance at the Board of County Commissioners public
hearings scheduled for November 24, 2015 and December 8, 2015 on the final
adoption of the zoning map pursuant to Ordinance 2013-6. We respectfully
request that each petition be made part of the record of the aforementioned
hearings as individual testimony thereon.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map: Adoption Draft,
October 27, 2015

Re: Current proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID 910004509

- The owners of the 24 lots (Tax Parcel IDs 910004510-11, 910004514-16, 950002803,
950003701-4, 950000287-91, 950002071/73/75/77/80, 950001018-19/27, 950002928)
immediately adjacent to Rancho Verano protest the proposed zoning of this 205 acre parcel as
RES-S with 2 1/2 acre lots increasing the density from 41 lots to 82 lots

- All of Lot 7 is subject to the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions for Lot 7 of
the Eldorado Subdivision

- original document 614681-88 2/1988 signed by Robert Delp and Johanna Delp created
10 acre minimum lot requirements

- Amendment to the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions for Lot 7 of
the Eldorado Subdivision reduced the minimum lot size to 5 acres document
692028-31 dated 8/1990 included lot 7 (owned by Delp and Delp) with the subdivided
lots 7-A through 7-D

- Restrictive Covenants within lot 7, 7-D3, 7-E through 7-H document 1048333-44
provided further restriction and created a road maintenance obligation on lots 7-E
through 7-H but left the previous provisions for 5 acre minimum in place. (Lot 7 signing
owners Delp and Delp)

- The road maintenance organization that was created is legally known as the Las
Nubes Residence Association (LNRA) and includes the 24 previously listed lots. The
LNRA is financially responsible for the maintenance of Avenida Las Nubes, Rancho
Verano, Aguila, La Pintera, and Cuyuse and additionally it maintains Tren Via as the
outlet for Avenida Las Nubes to Avenida Eldorado

- Rancho Verano has two proposed access roads - one uses Rancho Verano (the 4th cul
de sac of our neighborhood dumping traffic onto Avenida Las Nubes and the second
routes traffic onto Tren Via (accessed through 3 of the lots in our neighborhood). Each
access route impacts our neighborhood.

- February 11, 2015 The LNRA sent a letter to Penny Ellis-Green outlining the above information
and requesting that Rancho Verano be zoned, along with the rest of the Lot 7 sections, under
the legal provisions of the Declaration of Covenants for Lot 7, as RES-F with 5 acre minimum
lot size. (Comments were also placed on the comment website)

- We again request that the zoning for this acreage be modified to that required by the existing
Covenants because of the negative financial impact the County’s proposed zoning will have:
1. Lowering our property values by the increased density from 41 lots to 82 lots in our
immediate neighborhood.
2. 2. The increased financial requirements for maintaining roads with at least double the traffic.
(Each owner already pays $400 per year to the LNRA)

Please contact us if you have any questions regarding our request or documentation.

Jim and Cathie Wingert Valerie Mazzoni
505-466-3507 505-466-6031

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



February 11, 2015

Penny Ellis-Green

Growth Management Department Director
102 Grant Avenue

PO Box 276

Santa Fe, NM 87504-0276

re: Proposed zoning of Tax Parcel ID 910004509 (Rancho Verano subdivision - O Tren Via - owner
Rancho Verano Ltd.)

Dear Ms. Ellis-Green

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association, represents part of Lot 7, (the 24 lots immediately
to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision***). We are greatly concerned that the current zoning
proposal contradicts the Convents* for our immediate area by allowing a 100% increase in housing
density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing lot size minimums from 5 acres
to 2 1/2 acre. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5 acre minimum lot sizes for the
majority of Lot 7**. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Rancho Verano, shows zoning of
residential estate which would allow 2 1/2 acre minimum lots sizes. If this zoning is allowed, the
increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts to the roads that
our association funds and maintains.

We are requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same zoning proposed
for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance with the 5 acre lot
size minimum required by the Covenants*. (Should the owner of Rancho Verano, Rancho Verano Ltd.,
decide to pursue smaller lot sizes, they need to follow the process in the Covenants® which would require
75% of the Lot 7 owners to approve any modifications.)

We hope the County will honor the Covenants* which were lawfully put in place for all of Lot 7.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. If there are any questions or further information is needed,
please feel free to contact me.

Cathleen Wingert

Vice President, Las Nubes Residents Association
45 Avenida Las Nubes

Santa Fe, NM 87508

505-466-3507

* Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision (recorded
with the SF county clerk, book 614 pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres, book 692
pages 028-031)

* * | ot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision is the area south of Avenida Eldorado, west of the railroad right of
way (Tren Via), east of Avenida De Compadres and to the southern border of the property owned by
Rancho Verano Ltd. (Tax Parce! {D 910004509)

*~Tax Parcel IDs 910004510-11, 910004514-16, 950002803, 950003701-4, 950000287-91,

950002071/73/75/77/80, 950001018-19/27, 950002928
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, M
it co. 1N DECLARATION OF COVENANTS,
CONDITIONS AND RESTKICTIONS FOR $14681

AR AN LoT 7 OF THE ELDORADO SUBDIVISION
THIS DECLARATION, pade on the date h reinafter set forth by
Robert A. Delp and Johanna Delp, hereinafter referred to
collectively as ("Declarant").
NITNESSETH:
NHEREAS Declarant is the owner of certain property in the
ubdivision of Eldorado, County of Santa Fe, State of New Mexico,

more p rticularly described as: SEE EXNIBIT "A" ATTACHED HERTO

AND MADE A PART HEREOF.
[Note: legal description of lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision to

be provided by Declarant]) hereinafter referred to as the
Property.
NON, THEREFORE, Decl rant h reby declares that all of the

acreage locat d at the Property described bove shall be held,

sold and conveyed subject to the following restrictions,
covenants, and conditions {hereinafter "covenants”), which are
for th purpose of protecting the value and desir bility of, and
which shall run with, the Propsrty and be binding on all parties
having any right, title, or int r st in the Property or any part
thereof, their h irs, uccessors and assigns, and shall inure to
the benefit of each owner thereof and shall be included in full
or by reference, in all deeds nd mortgages thereto.

1. MININUM LOT SIZE: The Property shall only be

subdivid 4 in such a manner so td create lots of not less than

ten {10) acres. No 1ot s 11 be sold, exchanged, transferred,

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B



1. MINIMUM LOT SIZE:

€92030

The Property shall be subhdividen

1n such a manner so as to create lots of not less than rive (9

acres.

Atl other

Deciaration are hereby ratitied and contirmed.
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Wyymmmw Mexico-land-for sale)  Santa Fe ( Jamerica/Santa Fe-New-Mexico land-for sale)

Details for Highway 285

County: SantaFe Type
Address: Highway 285 City:
Zip: 87505 Price:

Property ID: 2238073

~
s - ®
L. = . - . - -
o - ‘ ‘v*‘\ é: -
T :~~" & 2 .
R
5 - B
LD
Report a problem
Acreage Acres: 205
Santa fe State: New Mexico
$1,230,000 00 Status:  Available

Description of Highway 285

Great opportunity to establish g private estate r ubstantial horse property with the onvenience of Eldorado services Th is currently
the largest single parcel in Eldorado. Gentle landscape with 360 degree views Prced to give new owners a number of attractive options
for future use. Previous owner had a master development plan approved by Santa Fe County n 1996 for 41 5ac lot Approval has expire
and will need to be renewed. Eldorado Community Water will provide water service Please view the aerial video and then schedule a v

to this well priced listing.

Map of Highway 285
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Comments
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property

& Yes [d like to periodically recetve informat on
about the land market

Save Property
#» Share (/shared/includes/sendfriend cfmZinv

& Print (/shared/includes/createFlyer cfm
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Thank you,
Valerie

RE: Santa Fe County Sustzinable Development Cade Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verana {0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel 1D
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zaning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were fawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our prganization, the 1as Nubes Residents Association {and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, {the lats immediately o the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Canvents for our immediate area by aliowing & 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
miniraumn from S acres to 2 ¥ acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allovs 2 % acre minimum ot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. it would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
{recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
hook 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
scre Iots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Signed by:

Koy E . Sastman)
Address__<3 axﬂowu&)(PX %lm@fe ﬂ’ﬂ 37505/
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RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association {and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Signed\by: % g)‘ i
C C

Address__(| . AGLILLA PCACE JANTA FE_ WM §35dF

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

ket ¥ & f%é
Address 0'7 Q&ACLA £ A S- é / &(/‘4

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires S-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Signed b -

Address L 54»\, ~ /2, /(//‘7

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. it would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Signed by:

Frs N— 28ty
Address € Aav:\“_ §|¢£_._ SI»TA- Fe , MM 2240%

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

ey Dura Dol Jh. & 7%«»
Addrss 4’ (’ab\l&é&‘l)( T Y\W\

Resident of Las Nubes Restents Association or other Resident of Lot 7

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 ¥ acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Signed by:

Address =3 5750%

ot

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Signed by:

Address_ // Xﬁ- %J//;ZZ);’L %/Z,

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Im\fqmm W‘
Address (_0% M/(;fm MI‘QAJ 50/’/\1@ m g/%og

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resndent of Lot 7

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map
This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509.

By signing below, 1 am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the
same zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into
compliance with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put
in place for all of Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents
part of Lot 7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are
greatly concerned that the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate
area by allowing a 100% increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano
subdivision; reducing the lot size minimum from S acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly
proposed zoning that requires 5-acre minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the
southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would
allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning is allowed, the increased housing density would
cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents
Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to the Declaration of Covenants,
Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision (recorded with the SF County
Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres, book 692, pages 028-
031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would
also like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master
plan for 5 acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as
being a development of 5 acre lots.

Signed by:

AL

Bradiey Cottingham

nA_Beverly Cottingham

48 Avenida Las Nubes
Santa Fe, NM 87508

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel 1D
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

d by:

= ©

Address C LSt PL&(,E S niy ~~ M A~ 9o

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association {(and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Signed b< 4 ) %
Ad?r/}ss/_é{jv&z%a %M Mﬁﬁ(/,éw"%L \;e/ M

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parce! ID
910004509

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the ot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

of 5 acre lots.

Signedm o W; M%M, : GW/Z;/%‘7 @5
AddressJﬁ?P %;%M A/W e

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7

i 26.B.
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RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would ailow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. [f this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Signed by:

Mo 4. Huur
Address_ [D ﬂjll/‘/& P/JL& gF Nm 37502

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association {and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. 1t would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
{recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Signe
ot s :
address 2F_Averipz [ae MNugss _cand Fe , NH L7550

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. it would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Signed by:

qaljm” E@Y\‘m—%\,{ Ju_mre:l,l? %Gmk,o,slcr e
adarsd | D ranchd /\_/szmm) Rocd Sartn e NM 8750

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 ¥ acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Signed by:
%ﬁﬁé% Th—
Addresswwwgﬂ_mj']gog

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Address \

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum recuired by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association {and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Sign P
Address - P §

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7
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RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel 1D
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre ot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association {and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 ¥ acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
{recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681 689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

o
Signed by: D %'

Ad res ._5/_ lck R/»zcm /,7%\ F;_ /U s

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7
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RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Signedby: r  ONENIIN ~Jouwoerd-

-

Address 2 i =4 ?L NN LS

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7
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RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minirum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County iias correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Signed by:

jou)/ Toh O (JAsSwE (S
Address 3 Rapend VE a0 I/Q.D .

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 26.B.



RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Signed by:

Kb Fedibns
addvess_53 Aol Sae Nubeo) dona P, 717) £7508

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7
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RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Signed by:

[ Sot iz WM 8780

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7

Address ?/74//)/(')5(’
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RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 ¥ acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Signed by:
< C  Fr
Address 3 Yv e =

Resident of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7
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RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of S acres
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

s M 1

Residen of Las Nubes Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7
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RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would aliow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Signed by:

Address /l/ (P ZS@

Resident of Las Nubes R idents Association or other Resident of Lot 7
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RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

Signed by:

Address 82’ D g

or other Resident of Lot 7
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RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from 5 acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 % acre minimum lot sizes. If this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would also
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.

/4
A lt/;z:.l//ﬁ/
Address 42 éﬁi :fgza;égé {@ ,Qmﬁ Fﬁ/ Am g?é"ﬁ(?

P erty Ouver ¢
Relﬁdez-oi lzqa‘{Nxﬁ)es Residents Association or other Resident of Lot 7
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Signed by:

om 99508
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RE: Santa Fe County Sustainable Development Code Zoning Map

This is a petition regarding proposed zoning for Lot 7 Rancho Verano (0 Tren Via) Tax Parcel ID
910004509

By signing below, | am requesting that the Rancho Verano area be zoned Residential Fringe; the same
zoning proposed for the rest of Lot 7. This would bring the zoning of Rancho Verano into compliance
with the 5-acre lot size minimum required by the Covenants which were lawfully put in place for all of
Lot 7.

Our organization, the Las Nubes Residents Association (and adjoining properties), represents part of Lot
7, (the lots immediately to the north of the Rancho Verano subdivision). We are greatly concerned that
the current zoning proposal contradicts the Convents for our immediate area by allowing a 100%
increase in housing density in the, as yet undeveloped, Rancho Verano subdivision; reducing the lot size
minimum from S acres to 2 % acres. The County has correctly proposed zoning that requires 5-acre
minimum lot sizes for the majority of Lot 7. However, the southern part of Lot 7, known as Ranch
Verano, shows zoning of residential estate which would allow 2 ¥ acre minimum lot sizes. if this zoning
is allowed, the increased housing density would cause dramatically increased traffic and major impacts
to the roads that the Las Nubes Residents Association funds and maintains. It would also be contrary to
the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for Lot 7 of the Eldorado Subdivision
(recorded with the SF County Clerk, book 614, pages 681-689 and amendment to minimum of 5 acres,
book 692, pages 028-031).

We request the proposed zoning of Rancho Verano be changed to residential fringe. We would aiso
like it to be noted that the owners of Rancho Verano originally had a development master plan for 5
acre lots and that the total acreage has been marketed over the past few years as being a development
of 5 acre lots.
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Address </ [I/L@é‘&iécé ééoaﬁ /Jf/flﬁ FC/ m g@hjg
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Public Comment 27

ID|Property I\'T;ﬁlte NL:r:lte Comment Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
27 |PD2 Roger [Taylor |Requesting that the to be |Staff is in process of reviewing proposed zoning for

27. Roger Taylor 11.9.15

amended portions of PD2
be removed from the
Commonweal Masterplan
be zoned Ag/Ranch.

27.A. Roger Taylor 11.24.15

area not included in Master Plan Amendment.

Staff has reviewed the area outside of the amended
master plan and is recommending the following
changes: Outside of the revised PD district, show the
northwestern 2,587 +/- acres of the Galisteo Basin
Preserve project in the “Rural” zoning district,
consistent with the SGMP Future Land Use Map, and
show the remainder 6,146 +/-acres of this project (that
is not in the revised “Trenza” master plan boundary) to
be in the “Ag/Ranch” zoning district.
Recommendation: Change PD to approximately 2502
acres (based on latest approved "Trenza” master plan);
change area outside of PD to “Rural” (approximately
2,587 acres) and

“Ag/Ranch” (approximately 6,146 acres).




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Monday, November 09, 2015 12:15:12 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

The Galisteo Basin Preserve, managed by Commonweal, has a proposed PD Zoning. On Tuesday, November 10,
2015 Commonweal will be proposing to the BCC a reduction in its approved Planning Envelope removing 7,860
acres from the original build-out. If approved, about 4,000 acres is under an agreement to purchase from the
Thornton Ranch, but not yet purchased; and of the remaining @ 4,000 acres (which has already been purchased),
about 2400 acres has conservation easements. This leaves @ 1600 acres which could potentially be built upon.
Commonweal intends to obtain conservation easements for the 1600 acres also, but should financial pressures arise
the property could be marketed as building lots. It will be important for any property removed from the current
building envelope to be zoned \"Agricultural/Ranch\", which would limit any lot in the 1600 acres to 160 acres in
size = 10 lots. Under the current proposed PD zoning the 1600 acres could be developed at 1 dwelling p/acre = 1!
600 lots.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
PD2

Property Owner (First Name)
Commonweal

Property Owner (Last Name)
(No value)

Physical Address of Property
Galisteo Basin Preserve

Email address:
(No value)

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
PDD - Planned Development District

Requested Zoning Classification
AJR - Agriculture/Ranching

Additional Comments

my info: Roger Taylor, 54 Camino los Angelitos, Galisteo 87540. (505-466-3469.)
clearskynm@gmail.com

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 27



ROGER TAYLOR: Roger Taylor, 54 Camino los Angelitos, Galisteo. I'm here on two
issues tonight. First, it’s very exciting here after all these years. Very nice, and hopefully the
code to come right afterwards. The first is as a board member of Turquoise Trail Preservation
Trust representing the board tonight, again, to reiterate what Walt Wait had to say, we strongly
support that change in the zoning designation for that particular area along the Turquoise Trail,
along with the 1,000 setback.

On a second area of concern, representing the Village of Galisteo as well as the two
domestic mutual in Galisteo, we wanted to comment on the PD2 Galisteo Basin Preserve. We
think it’s very appropriate with the amended building plan for Commonweal that that remain a
planned development district zoning. That's fine. And we have some concerns about the acreage
that was removed from that amended plan, which is, in all, about 8,000 acres if all plans by
Commonweal were to come to fruition. There' s about 4,000 acres which under agreement to
purchase, but not yet purchased in that land that was removed from the building envelope.
Another 4,000 acres, about 2,400 of it as | understand is under conservation easement; 1600
acres is not.

Our concern s, and it’s nothing against Commonweal. They’ ve done a fabulous job of
taking large sections of land, getting conservation easements and the rest of that. And we do
think it's a great step that they’ re recommending today, going to at least residential fringe, which
is one dwelling per five acres rather than leaving that at a planned development district which is
one to one. However, given that this was prior to the purchase by Commonweal used as
agricultural-ranch land, given that there have been concerns raised by both the OSE and by the
Village of Galisteo as to water delivery and water capability, should building go on, given that
there’ s possibilities that because Commonweal has had to downsize, possibly from financial
pressures, or they could reach financial pressures in the future, to take that land which has been
taken out of the envelope and put it up for sale, which a developer could take, we would prefer
that we be a little bit more aggressive on that zoning and bring it to rural or rural fringe, and we
would appreciate that consideration. Thank you.

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: Commissioner Holian, did you want some
clarification on that?

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Roger, it looks like most of the land was turned
back into ag-ranch, so which part of the property are you speaking about?

MR. TAYLOR: I'm seeing the zoning proposed as of tonight as residential fringe
is what | thought | heard Robert say, but I may have been mistaken. | would like to be mistaken.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Perhaps you could talk to Robert. But mostly, on
the map that we have of the proposed changes by staff, most of it’'s ag-ranch now.

MR. TAYLOR: Wonderful. We'refine.
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Public Comment 28

First | Last Comment . .
ID| Property Name | Name Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
28910009156 John  |Finn  |Requesting a change [This area is in the San Marcos District proposed as “Rural

28. John Finn 11.9.15

from RUR-R [Rural
Residential] to RES-
F [Residential
Fringe].

Residential” zoning district. The San Marcos District
Community Plan analyzed development patterns as a
whole within San Marcos and within the individual
neighborhoods. Any revisions to the proposed zoning map
should be done pursuant to revisions to the San Marcos
District Community Plan. Recommendation: No Change.




From: Penny Ellis-Green

To: Amy M. Rincon; Robert Griego
Subject: FW: Santa Fe County Zoning Map Draft
Date: Monday, November 09, 2015 4:03:26 PM

Canyou send the standard reply and add to the database.
Thanks

From: John Finn [mailto:johnstephenfinn@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, November 09, 2015 11:24 AM

To: Penny Ellis-Green

Cc: Constance T. Lujan

Subject: Santa Fe County Zoning Map Draft

Growth Management Department, | had a chance over the weekend to look over the
information forwarded to landowners regarding the new Zoning Map. | am an owner of Parcel
910009156 at 134 Turquoise Trail Ct. | noticed that our entire area along Turquoise Trail
Court is classified at RUR-R rather than RES-F. All of the lots along Turquoise Trail Court
are 5 acres and have a dwelling which would seem to more appropriately fit the RES-F
classification. | can imagine the process of getting the zoning map put together for the county
Is a significant project. Please look over these lots and be sure the zoning classification
reflects the current status. Thanks for your attention to these matters. John Finn
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Public Comment 29

ID| Property I\Il:;ﬁa NL:r;te gfmm:p; Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

291910004343 William [Eklund |[Requesting a change |This area is identified as Residential Estate. There
(Rounsville) A from Residential is some concern with long-range groundwater
(also spelled Estate (2.5 acres per [availability in this area and the need to provide a
Rounseville) DU) to Rural transition between the “Residential Estate” (1
960001291 Residential (10 acres |du/2.5 acres) that lies to the east, and the “Rural
(Henson) per DU). Residential” areas to the west, which have been
960001293 developed for 10- to 15-acre lots in the “La Tierra”
(Little subdivision which lies to the north and to the west.
Bluestem, LLC) Therefore, it is recommended that the parcels that
54063744 (Little lie along the northern and western boundaries of the

Bluestem, LLC)

29. William Eklund 11.10.15

29.A. William Eklund 11.10.15

29.B. William Eklund 11.16.15

29.C. Tom Wehner 11.24.15

29.D. Tom Wehner 11.24.15

29.E. Bill Eklund 11.24.15

“Residential Estate” zoning district (a depth of
about one-quarter mile) be changed to “Residential
Fringe” (1 du/5 acres). Recommendation: Change
the parcels that lie along the northern and western
boundaries of the “Residential Estate” zoning
district (a depth of about one-quarter mile) be
changed to “Residential Fringe” (1 du/5 acres). The
114-acre parcel that lies in the southwestern corner
of this area would remain “Residential Estate” (1
du/2.5 acres).




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Monday, November 09, 2015 8:53:15 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
SLDC Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments
This comment is with regard both the Proposed Zoning Map and the SLDC that supports it.

I am writing to urge you to amend the Proposed Zoning Map, by reclassifying the proposed zoning density for the
following parcels, from Residential Estate (2.5 acres per DU) to Rural Residential (10 acres per DU):

910004343 (Rounsville) (also spelled Rounseville)
960001291 (Henson)

960001293 (Little Bluestem, LLC)

54063744 (Little Bluestem, LLC)

These properties cover approximately 400 acres and are referred to as the ’subject area.\' They are entirely
undeveloped, and lie immediately east and south of the La Tierra development and adjacent to my home. (My
Parcel ID is 56002828, as indicated in the space provided for a commenter\'s Parcel ID.)

(I note that parcel 960001292, also owned by Little Bluestem, LLC, is currently being proposed as Rural Residential
(10 acres per DU), so while it is in the area being discussed here, its proposed zoning is not an issue here.)

According to Planning Department staff with whom | have discussed this, the currently allowed density base of the
4 parcels at issue here is 1 DU per 2.5 acres, which is reportedly based on a 1980 Hydrological Survey. However, |
have not yet been personally able to verify this and I question it, based on the following.

These properties are located on or near the boundary between the hydrological zones identified as \"Basin\" and
\"Basin Fringe\" zones in the 1980 Hydrological Survey.

First, I question whether that 1980 survey is still valid at all, for the purpose of the proposed zoning of this area,
because it was taken during decades of heavy rainfall in NM. With extreme drought conditions during most of the
past decade, | suggest that the boundary between those zones should be moved eastward, not westward. This would
also be consistent with the SLDC and SGMP, as it would avoid the development of new Residential Estate housing
immediately adjacent to the Rural Residential area of La Tierra.

More importantly, | note that the original 2009 SLDC (Map 41) shows the subject area as being on the border
between the “Basin Fringe\" Hydrologic Zone (including most of the La Tierra area) and the \"Basin\" Hydro Zone
(covering most of the subject area), which were identified as having a permissible densities of 1 DU per 50 acres
and 1 DU per 10 acres as of 2009, respectively. Yet these same areas are now being proposed to support higher
densities of 1 DU per 10 acres and 1 DU per 2.5 acres, respectively. How can this be? How can the proposed
permissible density of the subject area be increased 4-fold, when we have had mostly droughts for the past 10
years? And as far as | am aware, there has not been any update of the 1980 Hydrological Survey.

Domestic wells are the only source of water in the La Tierra area. In this regard, | note that the City of Santa Fe has
installed a 2000\' monitoring well in the La Tierra neighborhood, out of concern for depletion of the aquifer based
on reports of dropping aquifer levels in La Tierra and other areas in Santa Fe County. However data from that well
extends back only 2 years, which is entirely insufficient to rely upon for the purpose of justifying any westward
extension of higher density Residential Estate zoning in this area.
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If anything, it seems as though the proposed densities for undeveloped land in these areas should be decreasing, not
increasing. | urge the Commission and the staff to take a close look at the hydrologic data underlying its proposed
zoning decisions.

I look forward to discussing this with your staff, and will make an appointment for this purpose.

Thank you,
William A Eklund

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
56002828

Property Owner (First Name)
William A

Property Owner (Last Name)
Eklund

Physical Address of Property
48 Paseo De La Tierra, Santa Fe NM 87506

Email address:
bill.eklund@gmail.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Requested Zoning Classification
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Additional Comments

Note: My proposed changes to the Proposed Zoning Map are with regard to the subject properties to the east of my
property, NOT MY PROPERTY, which is already proposed as Rural Residential, which is consistent with current
covenants in La Tierra.
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From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Monday, November 09, 2015 8:55:15 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments
This comment is with regard both the Proposed Zoning Map and the SLDC that supports it.

I am writing to urge you to amend the Proposed Zoning Map, by reclassifying the proposed zoning density for the
following parcels, from Residential Estate (2.5 acres per DU) to Rural Residential (10 acres per DU):

910004343 (Rounsville) (also spelled Rounseville)
960001291 (Henson)

960001293 (Little Bluestem, LLC)

54063744 (Little Bluestem, LLC)

These properties cover approximately 400 acres and are referred to as the ’subject area.\\\' They are entirely
undeveloped, and lie immediately east and south of the La Tierra development and adjacent to my home. (My
Parcel ID is 56002828, as indicated in the space provided for a commenter\\\'s Parcel 1D.)

(I note that parcel 960001292, also owned by Little Bluestem, LLC, is currently being proposed as Rural Residential
(10 acres per DU), so while it is in the area being discussed here, its proposed zoning is not an issue here.)

According to Planning Department staff with whom | have discussed this, the currently allowed density base of the
4 parcels at issue here is 1 DU per 2.5 acres, which is reportedly based on a 1980 Hydrological Survey. However, |
have not yet been personally able to verify this and I question it, based on the following.

These properties are located on or near the boundary between the hydrological zones identified as \\"Basin\\\" and
\\\"Basin Fringe\\\" zones in the 1980 Hydrological Survey.

First, I question whether that 1980 survey is still valid at all, for the purpose of the proposed zoning of this area,
because it was taken during decades of heavy rainfall in NM. With extreme drought conditions during most of the
past decade, | suggest that the boundary between those zones should be moved eastward, not westward. This would
also be consistent with the SLDC and SGMP, as it would avoid the development of new Residential Estate housing
immediately adjacent to the Rural Residential area of La Tierra.

More importantly, | note that the original 2009 SLDC (Map 41) shows the subject area as being on the border
between the “Basin Fringe\\\" Hydrologic Zone (including most of the La Tierra area) and the \\"Basin\\" Hydro
Zone (covering most of the subject area), which were identified as having a permissible densities of 1 DU per 50
acres and 1 DU per 10 acres as of 2009, respectively. Yet these same areas are now being proposed to support
higher densities of 1 DU per 10 acres and 1 DU per 2.5 acres, respectively. How can this be? How can the
proposed permissible density of the subject area be increased 4-fold, when we have had mostly droughts for the
past 10 years? And as far as | am aware, there has not been any update of the 1980 Hydrological Survey.

Domestic wells are the only source of water in the La Tierra area. In this regard, | note that the City of Santa Fe has
installed a 2000\\\' monitoring well in the La Tierra neighborhood, out of concern for depletion of the aquifer based
on reports of dropping aquifer levels in La Tierra and other areas in Santa Fe County. However data from that well
extends back only 2 years, which is entirely insufficient to rely upon for the purpose of justifying any westward
extension of higher density Residential Estate zoning in this area.
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If anything, it seems as though the proposed densities for undeveloped land in these areas should be decreasing, not
increasing. | urge the Commission and the staff to take a close look at the hydrologic data underlying its proposed
zoning decisions.

I look forward to discussing this with your staff, and will make an appointment for this purpose.

Thank you,
William A Eklund

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
56002828

Property Owner (First Name)
William A

Property Owner (Last Name)
Eklund

Physical Address of Property
48 Paseo De La Tierra, Santa Fe NM 87506

Email address:
bill.eklund@gmail.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Requested Zoning Classification
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Additional Comments

Note: My proposed changes to the Proposed Zoning Map are with regard to the subject properties to the east of my
property, NOT MY PROPERTY, which is already proposed as Rural Residential, which is consistent with current
covenants in La Tierra.
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William A. Eklund
48 Paseo De La Tierra
Santa Fe, NM 87506

November 16, 2015

TO: Santa Fe Board of County Commissioners,
County Planning Department
102 Grant Ave.
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Subject: SDLC and Proposed Zoning Map

The following comments apply to the undeveloped area outlined on the attached
map, which is referred to here as the “Subject Area.” This Area is entirely
undeveloped. It consists of nearly 400 acres. It is surrounded on all sides by
developed residential neighborhoods, which are proposed for zoning as Residential
Estate (to the east, including Tierra Preciosa and others), Rural Residential (La
Tierra, to the north and west), and a Planned Development District (to the south,
including Las Companas). The Subject Area is proposed for zoning as “Residential
Estate” (1 dwelling per 2.5 acres base density).

This Subject Area straddles a boundary between hydrologic areas that have long
been identified as the “Basin” and “Basin Fringe” hydrologic zones as a consequence
of the 1980 Hydrological Survey of Santa Fe County. This is discussed further
below.

Summary:

We object to the proposed zoning of the Subject Area as Residential Estate. We do
not believe the impacts on groundwater availability or traffic congestion in the
neighborhoods surrounding the Subject Area have been adequately addressed. We
urge the Commission to zone the Subject Area as Rural Residential or other category
having a base density no greater than 1 dwelling per 10 acres. This would be
consistent with the proposed zoning of the residential neighborhoods to the north
and west of the Subject Area and the covenants applicable in those neighborhoods.

Homeowner Concerns:

First, this is to thank the Planning Division staff for listening to our questions and
concerns at our meeting on Friday, Nov. 13. They were very knowledgeable and
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professional in answering our questions and explaining the procedures involved in
issuing the SLDC and the Proposed Zoning Map.

Our concerns fall primarily into two general areas - water availability and traffic
management, which are discussed below.

1. Water Availability.

We are residential neighbors of the Subject Area who are entirely dependent on
domestic wells. Qur primary concern is the impact on our water availability as a
result of the proposed zoning of the Subject Area.

The proposed Zoning Map would zone the Subject Area as “Residential Estate,”
which would permit dwellings to be constructed on lots as small as 2.5 acres.

This represents a much greater residential density than the maximum residential
densities that were adopted years ago for the region surrounding the Subject Area,
and which were based the 1980 Hydrologic Survey of Santa Fe County.

The map of the County Hydrologic Zones that resulted from that Survey indicates
that the Subject Area straddles two hydrologic zones - the “Basin” zone and the
“Basin Fringe” zone.

The Basin zone extends to the east from the Subject Area, and was assigned a
maximum residential density of 1 dwelling unit (DU) per 10 acres.

The Basin Fringe zone extends to the west from the Subject Area. Itincludes La
Tierra and was assigned a maximum residential density of 1 DU per 50 acres. (La
Tierra and possibly La Tierra Nueva were already partially developed by 1980, so
were presumably grandfathered in with a higher density of 1 DU per 10 acres.)

The boundary between the Basin zone and the Basin Fringe zone is shown on the
County map entitled “Sustainable Development Plan, Hydrologic Zones.” The
relationship between those zones and the now-proposed zoning districts is set forth
on the County table entitled “Table for Comparing Proposed Base Zones for
Sustainable Land Development Code and Existing Code Hydrologic Density and
Zones,” published online as background material to the SLDC. It is notable that the
Table references past ‘Administrative Adjustments’ that appear to be the basis for
now proposing a residential density of 1 DU per 2.5 acres (e.g., Residential Estate
districts), in areas of the Basin zone that were assigned a much lower maximum
residential density of 1 DU per 10 acres based on the 1980 Survey. While
Administrative Adjustments may be appropriate for individual permitting decisions,
we question whether they should constitute a basis for widespread zoning decisions
that authorize much greater residential densities than those of the 1980 hydrologic
zones.

By way of further background, the particular demarcation of the boundary between
the Basin and Basin Fringe zones was necessarily a matter of professional judgment
after the hydrological survey data became available around 1980. Since
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hydrological variations are generally gradual and not distinct, this boundary should
be considered ‘fuzzy.’

Further, the ‘80s and ‘90’s were a relatively wet period in New Mexico, while the
past decade has been dry and has included several years of extreme drought. Thus
the boundary between the Basin and the Basin Fringe zones, to the extent it should
be treated as a fixed boundary at all, should now be further to the east due to the
more arid climate we are experiencing. This would place the Subject Area squarely
in the Basin Fringe zone, where the base residential density was identified as 1 DU
per 50 acres.

Our point here is that, regardless of which hydrologic zone the Subject Area is in, the
currently proposed zoning of the Subject Area would increase the potential
residential density anywhere from 4-fold (compared with the maximum density for
the Basin hydro zone) to 20-fold (compared with the maximum density for the Basin
Fringe hydro zone). Obviously, either increase is substantial, and thus should be
undertaken only on the basis of sound hydrologic data.

The County may be implicitly justifying this increased dwelling density on the
reasoning that substantially stricter water consumption requirements will be
imposed on residences built in the Subject Area, which will offset the higher total
volume of water withdrawal that might otherwise be allowed by the Office of the
State Engineer in its issuance of domestic well permits. The County may also be
justifying this increase on the theory that some or even all of the Subject Area may
be required to connect to County water services.

However, we believe that such justifications for now allowing a much greater
housing density are flawed, for the following reasons.

First, the original maximum residential densities for the Basin and Basin Fringe
zones were presumably based on the presumption that domestic water wells would
be a primary water supply in much of the Basin and Basin Fringe zones, together
with recognition of the longstanding practice of the State Engineer’s Office of
granting domestic well permits having withdrawal limits of 3 acre-feet per year.

However, 3 acre-feet of water is far more than is typically consumed annually by a
residential dwelling in the area. Very few, if any, of the dwellings in La Tierra, or any
other development in the area, actually use 3 acre-feet of water. In fact, it is more
likely that residential water consumption is of the same order of magnitude for most
the dwellings in the surrounding areas, regardless of lot size.

This should be taken into account in assessing the impact of the proposed
Residential Estate zoning, because even with the reduced water consumption rules
proposed in the SLDC, the much greater housing density proposed for the Subject
Area could still result in a considerably greater increase in total water consumption
for the Subject Area, than would result from lower density zoning with larger lots,
even assuming such larger lots were to be granted domestic well permits issued by
the Office of the State Engineer. This is important to consider, because failure to
take this into account will result in faster depletion of the aquifer than is supported
by the 1980 Hydrologic Survey.

3
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A conservative estimate is that as many as 120 new dwellings might be built in the
Subject Area, after taking into account flood plane exclusions, roads and the like. On
the basis of this estimate, new dwellings in the 400 acre Subject Area could result in
total new water consumption greater than that of the much larger La Tierra
development, even after it is finally built out to its full complement of 118 units, and
even with the markedly reduced water consumption rules that would apply to the
Subject Area.

Further, some or all of the water consumption in the Subject Area may well come
from individual or shared domestic wells, which may indeed be necessary in the
Subject Area, despite the SLDC regulations designed to encourage use of County
water supply services.

In this regard, the Subject Area is contiguous on the south side with Las Companas,
which is supplied by County water. Also, the Subject Area is within Sustainable
Development Area 2 (SDA-2), which requires connection to County water supplies
for SDA-2 developments that are in close proximity to County water service areas.
However, the Subject Area consists of several distinct parcels that are not all in close
proximity to the County water service area boundary; and further, the SLDC
contains exceptions that allow development in SDA-2 zones without requiring
connection to nearby County water service, where connection is not feasible for
various reasons.

Thus it is by no means clear that the Subject Area will be serviced by the County
water system at all, which means that some or all of the Subject Area would require
private domestic wells for development.

Since the 1980 Hydrological Survey was published, the aquifer underlying the
Subject Area has been subject to substantially increasing demands by the extensive
proliferation of individual domestic wells, community wells, and municipal wells
(the latter most notably including the large City well off of Camino De Las Montoyas,
which serves as the City’s back-up to the Buckman Diversion project).

Concern for the impact of these wells, along with anecdotal reports of falling aquifer
levels, led the City of Santa Fe to recently install a 2,000-foot monitoring well in the
La Tierra neighborhood. However, data from that well has been available only for
the past two years, which is not long enough to rely upon, for the purpose of
determining a statistically sound projection of future ground water supplies.

Thus the County apparently has little or no updated hydrological data to support
zoning or permitting decisions that are inconsistent with the base density zones
derived from the 1980 Hydrological Survey.

Just the climate change alone that we have witnessed in the intervening years,
toward a more arid climate, should give the County pause in promulgating new
zoning regulations that would substantially increase ground water consumption,
without updated hydrological data to support such regulations.
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The New Mexico legislature has clearly directed Counties to adopt zoning
regulations that “... facilitate adequate provision for ... water.” Itis not yet clear that
the County is relying on sound hydrologic data to support its zoning proposals in
this case.

While our comments here are particularly directed to the Subject Area that we live
closest to and are most familiar with, we question whether other zoning proposals
may also suffer from a lack of adequate supporting hydrologic data.

Consequently we urge the Commission to more thoroughly evaluate the availability
of water in connection with all of its zoning proposals, but in particular the Subject
Area and other similar areas that are likely to depend on groundwater. In particular
we urge the Commission to rely upon updated and accurate hydrologic data, and not
on past ‘administrative adjustments’ made for reasons that are undocumented and
unpublished.

Finally, we note that owners and residents of nearby communities, on both sides of
the Subject Area, made their decisions to build homes and rely on domestic wells,
with the knowledge that the adjacent properties in the Subject Area were subject to
a residential density maximum of 1 DU per 10 acres, consistent with its location in
the Basin hydrologic zone. Observing that maximum density would go far toward
mitigating our concerns regarding aquifer depletion.

Exceptions to this maximum density should be allowed only by application of
individual property owners, following the procedures normally available to affected
neighboring owners and including opportunities for notice, hearing and appeal; and
not by unilateral County zoning.

2. Access and Traffic Management.

Our preliminary research indicates that the only vehicular access to the Subject
Area would be from Paseo De La Tierra, on the far west side of the Subject Area from
Santa Fe.

This would result in all traffic from Santa Fe having to proceed entirely around the
Subject Area and enter on its west side, utilizing Camino La Tierra as well as Paseo
De La Tierra. Traffic to Santa Fe from the Subject Area would have to utilize the
same circuitous route.

Virtually all traffic into or out of the Subject Area would be via this one route - there
is no destination to the west other than the Rio Grande River, 10 miles down
Buckman Road.

Thus we consider this access to the Subject Area as inadequate and poorly designed
for a potential 400-acre development covered by Residential Estate zoning
densities; and it should never have been allowed in the first place. The issue of

5
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access to a potential development of over 100 homes should be addressed before
the zoning district is defined.

Conclusion:

We urge the Commission to proceed conservatively with zoning of the Subject Area,
and indeed all the areas northwest of Santa Fe that are beyond the reach of current
County water service. Any mistakes made now in the zoning and development of
these areas, whether related to availability of water or traffic management, will be
very difficult and expensive to correct in the future.

We look forward to discussing this further with Planning staff as soon as possible.

Respectfully submitted,

William A. Eklund
48 Paseo De La Tierra
Santa Fe, NM 87506
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Comment 29.B.



TOM WAYNER: I'm Tom Wayner. | liveat 7 Congjo Trail in Tierra Preciosa. And | want to
also thank the staff for their valiant efforts in working with the community and basically going
over many of the details of the map. | want to thank Robert Griego especially and his staff for all
that they’ ve done. They’ ve been tremendous in working with us and | appreciate them very
much. He has made some suggestions for changes to the parcels and he mentioned those today.

The parcels that | have comments about are comments on parcels #910004343,
#960001291, #960001293, and #54063744. Those are parcels that are in between Las Campanas
and Sundance Estates and they are next to the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision. | want to make two
points about those and request that those be zoned for residential rural. | think that’s the correct —
10 acres per dwelling unit. And the reason is because they are currently sandwiched in between
two areas that are 10 acres per dwelling unit. One of them appears not to be becauseit’s
currently at 2.5 acres per dwelling unit, but it’s only at that particular level because of the fact
that when the land was first acquired and subdivided it was 10 acres. Then by virtue of family
transfer in a very large family these became five-acre lots, and thankfully, the family transfer
things will be gone with the new SLDC. That’s really great.

Then a mistake was made and a builder was able to subdivide his five-acre lot into 2.5
acres which set the precedent for all the lots becoming 2.5 acres. So the areas that basically are
on either side of the subject four parcels are ten acres per dwelling unit, actually, and | think it's
reasonable to make them that as well. The water usage that is concomitant with the higher
density that’s been allowed — four times the amount — means that there' s a lot more usage than
you would normally expect. Thisareaisin the basin but it’ s right next to the basin fringe.
Having the higher densities is not reasonable.

The 1980 hydrologic survey recommends — and that’ s the most recent survey —
recommends ten acres per dwelling unit. Second, the terrain on the subject properties is very
steep and has a large arroyo with a large floodplain and the terrain is inappropriate for high
density development. So for those two reasons, that it’s already in aten-acre area actually, and
that’sit’s very undevel opable because of the terrain are reasons it should be at ten acres per
dwelling unit and not at a higher density. Thank you

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 29.C.



MR. WAYNER: Tom Wayner, 7 Conegjo Trail. I’ve been sworn in. I’d like to request simply that
| get an opportunity to show you the area on the overhead map that | spoke about before. The
map was not available when | spoke but I would like to bring that up now if I could. Could |
request that?

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: I think so. I think staff —

MR. WAYNER: This is an area that is east of Paseo de la Tierra and Campanas
Drive. Can you zoom in a little bit more at that corner? The brown-colored corner? Can you
show parcels? Okay. That’s good right there. The parcel that is at the top, along rectangle at the
top, is a parcel that is about 185 acres and it is — the proposed zoning is for the west half of it to
be ten acres per dwelling unit and the east half to be 2.5. Robert Griego in his package to you has
changed that right have to be five acres per dwelling unit in what I and neighbors that that
complete parcel be ten acres.

There is a notebook boundary, lot boundary between the yellow and the ten there on the
left-hand side is where the parcel is. Now you can see that there’ s aleft part of it, almost a square
that is at the ten acres per dwelling unit and then the right half is at 2.5. And Robert has, in his
package to you, recommended that that be five.

The area to the north of that is ten, the area to the west of that is ten, and the area that is
subdivided into the very small parcels is 2.5-acre parcels. It’ s the area that had been ten acres per
dwelling unit also but by virtues of family transfer and accidents got basically converted into 2.5.
So the areas that are under consideration is four parcels. We're requesting it be placed at 10 acres
per dwelling unit, and that’ s consistent with what’s on the left, the right, the north and south.
Thank you very much.
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WILLIAM ECKLUND: Good evening. My name is William Ecklund. I live in La Tierra at 48
Paseo de la Tierra. | live adjacent to a 400-acre collection of approximately four or five parcels.
We have objected previously in writing. You have our comments, my comments on that
proposed rezoning, largely to 2.5-acre residential estate zoning. And in the past week your
Planning Division has done a remarkable and professional job of coming part way to meet our
objections and has proposed some changes to the map accordingly.

We are still evaluating those proposals and we are pleased to see the response. We are
evaluating those at thistime. So I’m not going to address those in any more detail tonight. I'd
like to simply urge you to take it slow and not push this process, even though | know you’ ve
been working on this for years, | personally think an extension of a couple months may well be
in order. My main concern is protection of the aquifer. You may have read over the past
weekend that the Mennonite community in Mexico, north of Chihuahua is leaving Mexico.
They’ ve been there for over 100 years. They are leaving Mexico because they have depleted
their aquifer and have no more water for irrigation purposes. They are moving to South America.
Aquifers are being depleted all over the world, including in wealthy countries like Saudi Arabia
and also in the US.

Just over the mountains from here to the east, a few hundred miles, the Oglala aquifer
feeds drinking water to two million people and it has been depleted by nine percent already and
is going down close to a percent per year now. It underlies part of eight complete states, part of
eight states it underlies and it feeds drinking water to two million people, and it’s being drained.

Now, we have an aquifer under the Santa Fe Basin which is declining, presumably at
some unknown rate. We have well logging data. We now have monitoring wells. We have a
monitoring well built by the City as you know, out less than one mile from the area | am
speaking of, but it has only been in existence for a couple of years and the data is only available
for two years. In my opinion that’s woefully insufficient to do long-term predictions as to the
health of the aquifer.

So my point is that once you make this decision to increase the dwelling density in the
area overlying this basin and where well water is likely to be necessary, where groundwater is
likely to be used and necessary into the indefinite future, 1 would suggest you take this slow and
make sure that you have complied with the New Mexico Legislature which has directed all
counties to consider water availability in zoning decisions and issuing zoning regulations as you
well know.

As | understand that the intention is to evaluate hydrological data and water availability
before zoning decisions are made, not after. After zoning decisions are made | do know that your
SLDC contains fairly detailed provisions for evaluating the aquifer condition at a particular site
with atest well, flow tests, duration, and so on, but there' s no way that that test can evaluate the
long-term direction of the aquifer level. Only adequate hydrologic monitoring can do that.

And so the well test that every owner has to go through to get a well in this state are not
sufficient to rely upon. The well data reported by the drillers are of different quality, made by
different people and in one sense are anecdotal data that may or may not evaluate trends. So my
point is that the S in SLDC stands for Sustainable and that includes not only the environment we
know and feel but the water underneath us, the aquifer. We can’t alow decisions to be made that
will cause draining of the aquifer in the foreseeable future. Ideally, the level of the aquifer will
be sustained at a constant level. If that can’t be done perhaps along-term plan over 40 years or
90 years is appropriate but making a zoning decision in advance of even having any kind of
monitoring data is in my view premature and not very appropriate. So | thank you very much.
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Public Comment 30

30. Richard Fahey 11.10.15

from RES-E
[Residential Estate] to
RES-F [Residential
Fringe] based on
existing covenants.

First | Last : .
ID| Property Name |Name Comment Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
30950000210 |Richard [Fahey |Requesting a change  |This subdivision consists of 15 lots located along

Camino Nevoso, in the vicinity of Old Las Vegas
Highway and Two Trails Road. This area is already
subdivided for predominantly 5-acre lots, and is served
by the Sunlit Hills water system. The proposed change
to Residential Fringe is supported by the community in
this area to preserve existing community character and
groundwater constraints. Recommendation: Change to
“Residential Fringe” zoning, but retain the “Residential

Estate” category on SGMP Future Land Use Map.




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 10:38:24 AM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
General Area

Comments

The proposed zoning density for Camino Nevoso as RES-E1 (one dwelling per 2.5 acres) is inconsistent with the
development of the subdivision. All of the lots except for one on the road have been developed on 5 acre plots.
The deed restrictions provide for one house on each 5 acre lot. To allow lots to be subdivided will significantly
change the character of the property and adversely impact real estate values in an already developed area where
existing land use and density have already been established. Leading to an unplanned hodge podge of infill housing
shoe horned into an already well established and stable residential area. The Two Trails Road and arroyo running
parallel to Two Trails is a natural boundary defining the lighter land use to the south from the more dense (already
developed areas) to the north. The Camino Nevoso area is served by the Sunlit hills water, and service is

marginal. Our property has a pressure of 10 psi at the tap in to the system and we !

are required to use a pressure tank and pump in order to provide adequate water to our dwelling. Additional tap-ins
along Camino Nevoso will only further degrade the service. The road itself does not meet country standards for
residential streets and additional traffic on the road will create congestion and require improvements to the road.
The RES-E1 density does not exist on any other parcels north of Two Trails Road..and there is no rational basis to
determine why this small enclave has been singled out for this more dense land use. In an already developed area
such as Camino Nevoso the zoning should reflect the existing use, and not change the use to alter the character of
the neighborhood and surrounding area, with the resulting devaluation of the properties as they have been
developed. The covenants for the subdivision in effect created the use and zoning for the properties as proposed the
Zoning Map abrogates that. The properties along Camino Nevoso should be !

zoned for RES-F1. This is consistent with the Calimo Circle s!

ubdivisi

on which abuts the Camino Nevoso development, and all of the properties to the East and North.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
950000210

Property Owner (First Name)
Richard

Property Owner (Last Name)
Fahey

Physical Address of Property
58 Camino Nevoso

Email address:
rpfaheyl@yahoo.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RES-E- Residential Estate

Requested Zoning Classification
RES-F - Residential Fringe
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Additional Comments
(No value)
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Public Comment 31

First | Last Comment : .
ID| Property Name | Name Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
31 (76002603, Sam |Sloan |Concerned that he |Section 1.11.7. of the SLDC indicates that previously
940001932, will not be able to  [approved and platted land divisions, subdivisions, and
940001933 build on parcels the lots created thereby, shall be recognized as legally

31. Sam Sloan 11.13.15

smaller than the
proposed zoning
districts.

existing lots. Section 14. 10.3. also recognizes non-
conforming status and indicates the right to develop
legal lots under the base zoning district in which parcel
is located.




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Friday, November 13, 2015 10:51:50 AM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance

Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

I own three parcels in the A/R area, nos. 76002603, 940001932 and 940001933. Under the proposed zoning, none
of these parcels would support a dwelling. At a community meeting with county staff some time ago, | was told
existing that parcels under the 160 acre size would likely be grandfathered. | hope that the county might consider
grandfathering existing parcels of less than 160 acres, permitting building upon parcels of 40 acres, rather than

taking so much of their value away from the current landowners.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

76002603

Property Owner (First Name)
Sam

Property Owner (Last Name)
Sloan

Physical Address of Property
Anaya Ranch Road

Email address:
sloanvictor@mac.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
AJR - Agriculture/Ranching

Requested Zoning Classification
RUR - Rural

Additional Comments
(No value)
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Public Comment 32

ID|Property I\'T;ﬁlte I\Il_;r;te gt?rtnnrr::?; Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
32199303038 |Gerard |Quintana |Requesting a This area is located in SDA-2 and is in the current
u. change from RES- |Homestead hydrologic zone. This area contains substantial
F (5 acres) to RES- |steep slope areas which create a significant constraint with
E (2.5 acres). respect to further subdivision. The average lot size for this
area is about 5 acres. Recommendation: No change.

32. Gerard Quintana 11.13.15



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Friday, November 13, 2015 1:35:17 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance

Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

Would like to be able to divide my property into 2.5 acre lots, these lots would be for my kids in the future.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

99303038

Property Owner (First Name)
Gerard

Property Owner (Last Name)
Quintana

Physical Address of Property
(No value)

Email address:
(No value)

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RUR-F - Rural Fringe

Requested Zoning Classification
RES-E - Residential Estate

Additional Comments
-Walk in
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Public Comment 33

ID| Property Fles | Comment Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
Name | Name
33 |La Tierra |David |Nelson |Requesting a change from |See staff analysis in Comment # 29.
and Paseo Residential Estate to Rural |Recommendation: Change the parcels that lie along
La Tierra Residential for large the northern and western boundaries of the
parcels east of La Tierra  |“Residential Estate” zoning district (a depth of about
and Paseo La Tierra one-quarter mile) be changed to “Residential
because of the hydrology |Fringe” (1 du/5 acres). The 114-acre parcel that lies
in the area. in the southwestern corner of this area would remain

“Residential Estate” (1 du/2.5 acres).

33. David Nelson 11.16.15
33.A. Tom Wehner 11.24.15
33.B. Tom Wehner 11.24.15

33.C. Bill EKklund 11.24.15




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Sunday, November 15, 2015 7:45:57 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance

Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
General Area

Comments

The large vacant tracts of land immediately east of La Tierra and Paseo La Tierra road are being proposed to be

zoned at \'Residential Estates\' meaning 1 dwelling per 2.5 acres. These tracts should be zoned as \'Rural

Residential\' (10 acre) lot sizes. This area is bisected by a hydrology boundary created 35 years ago and has no
updated data available. Since the original hydrology survey, we are moving into a future of increasing drought. A
conservative approach is to move this boundary east. These tracts are already bordered on two sides where 10-acre

lots are present.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

56004905

Property Owner (First Name)
David

Property Owner (Last Name)
Nelson

Physical Address of Property
19 Vuelta Sabio

Email address:
dnelson104@msn.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RES-E- Residential Estate

Requested Zoning Classification
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Additional Comments
(No value)
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TOM WAYNER: I'm Tom Wayner. | liveat 7 Congjo Trail in Tierra Preciosa. And | want to
also thank the staff for their valiant efforts in working with the community and basically going
over many of the details of the map. | want to thank Robert Griego especially and his staff for all
that they’ ve done. They’ ve been tremendous in working with us and | appreciate them very
much. He has made some suggestions for changes to the parcels and he mentioned those today.

The parcels that | have comments about are comments on parcels #910004343,
#960001291, #960001293, and #54063744. Those are parcels that are in between Las Campanas
and Sundance Estates and they are next to the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision. | want to make two
points about those and request that those be zoned for residential rural. | think that’s the correct —
10 acres per dwelling unit. And the reason is because they are currently sandwiched in between
two areas that are 10 acres per dwelling unit. One of them appears not to be becauseit’s
currently at 2.5 acres per dwelling unit, but it’s only at that particular level because of the fact
that when the land was first acquired and subdivided it was 10 acres. Then by virtue of family
transfer in a very large family these became five-acre lots, and thankfully, the family transfer
things will be gone with the new SLDC. That’s really great.

Then a mistake was made and a builder was able to subdivide his five-acre lot into 2.5
acres which set the precedent for all the lots becoming 2.5 acres. So the areas that basically are
on either side of the subject four parcels are ten acres per dwelling unit, actually, and | think it's
reasonable to make them that as well. The water usage that is concomitant with the higher
density that’s been allowed — four times the amount — means that there' s a lot more usage than
you would normally expect. Thisareaisin the basin but it’ s right next to the basin fringe.
Having the higher densities is not reasonable.

The 1980 hydrologic survey recommends — and that’ s the most recent survey —
recommends ten acres per dwelling unit. Second, the terrain on the subject properties is very
steep and has a large arroyo with a large floodplain and the terrain is inappropriate for high
density development. So for those two reasons, that it’s already in aten-acre area actually, and
that’sit’s very undevel opable because of the terrain are reasons it should be at ten acres per
dwelling unit and not at a higher density. Thank you

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 33.A.



MR. WAYNER: Tom Wayner, 7 Conegjo Trail. I’ve been sworn in. I’d like to request simply that
| get an opportunity to show you the area on the overhead map that | spoke about before. The
map was not available when | spoke but I would like to bring that up now if I could. Could |
request that?

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: I think so. I think staff —

MR. WAYNER: This is an area that is east of Paseo de la Tierra and Campanas
Drive. Can you zoom in a little bit more at that corner? The brown-colored corner? Can you
show parcels? Okay. That’s good right there. The parcel that is at the top, along rectangle at the
top, is a parcel that is about 185 acres and it is — the proposed zoning is for the west half of it to
be ten acres per dwelling unit and the east half to be 2.5. Robert Griego in his package to you has
changed that right have to be five acres per dwelling unit in what I and neighbors that that
complete parcel be ten acres.

There is a notebook boundary, lot boundary between the yellow and the ten there on the
left-hand side is where the parcel is. Now you can see that there’ s aleft part of it, almost a square
that is at the ten acres per dwelling unit and then the right half is at 2.5. And Robert has, in his
package to you, recommended that that be five.

The area to the north of that is ten, the area to the west of that is ten, and the area that is
subdivided into the very small parcels is 2.5-acre parcels. It’ s the area that had been ten acres per
dwelling unit also but by virtues of family transfer and accidents got basically converted into 2.5.
So the areas that are under consideration is four parcels. We're requesting it be placed at 10 acres
per dwelling unit, and that’ s consistent with what’s on the left, the right, the north and south.
Thank you very much.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 33.B.



WILLIAM ECKLUND: Good evening. My name is William Ecklund. I live in La Tierra at 48
Paseo de la Tierra. | live adjacent to a 400-acre collection of approximately four or five parcels.
We have objected previously in writing. You have our comments, my comments on that
proposed rezoning, largely to 2.5-acre residential estate zoning. And in the past week your
Planning Division has done a remarkable and professional job of coming part way to meet our
objections and has proposed some changes to the map accordingly.

We are still evaluating those proposals and we are pleased to see the response. We are
evaluating those at thistime. So I’m not going to address those in any more detail tonight. I'd
like to simply urge you to take it slow and not push this process, even though | know you’ ve
been working on this for years, | personally think an extension of a couple months may well be
in order. My main concern is protection of the aquifer. You may have read over the past
weekend that the Mennonite community in Mexico, north of Chihuahua is leaving Mexico.
They’ ve been there for over 100 years. They are leaving Mexico because they have depleted
their aquifer and have no more water for irrigation purposes. They are moving to South America.
Aquifers are being depleted all over the world, including in wealthy countries like Saudi Arabia
and also in the US.

Just over the mountains from here to the east, a few hundred miles, the Oglala aquifer
feeds drinking water to two million people and it has been depleted by nine percent already and
is going down close to a percent per year now. It underlies part of eight complete states, part of
eight states it underlies and it feeds drinking water to two million people, and it’s being drained.

Now, we have an aquifer under the Santa Fe Basin which is declining, presumably at
some unknown rate. We have well logging data. We now have monitoring wells. We have a
monitoring well built by the City as you know, out less than one mile from the area | am
speaking of, but it has only been in existence for a couple of years and the data is only available
for two years. In my opinion that’s woefully insufficient to do long-term predictions as to the
health of the aquifer.

So my point is that once you make this decision to increase the dwelling density in the
area overlying this basin and where well water is likely to be necessary, where groundwater is
likely to be used and necessary into the indefinite future, 1 would suggest you take this slow and
make sure that you have complied with the New Mexico Legislature which has directed all
counties to consider water availability in zoning decisions and issuing zoning regulations as you
well know.

As | understand that the intention is to evaluate hydrological data and water availability
before zoning decisions are made, not after. After zoning decisions are made | do know that your
SLDC contains fairly detailed provisions for evaluating the aquifer condition at a particular site
with atest well, flow tests, duration, and so on, but there' s no way that that test can evaluate the
long-term direction of the aquifer level. Only adequate hydrologic monitoring can do that.

And so the well test that every owner has to go through to get a well in this state are not
sufficient to rely upon. The well data reported by the drillers are of different quality, made by
different people and in one sense are anecdotal data that may or may not evaluate trends. So my
point is that the S in SLDC stands for Sustainable and that includes not only the environment we
know and feel but the water underneath us, the aquifer. We can’t alow decisions to be made that
will cause draining of the aquifer in the foreseeable future. Ideally, the level of the aquifer will
be sustained at a constant level. If that can’t be done perhaps along-term plan over 40 years or
90 years is appropriate but making a zoning decision in advance of even having any kind of
monitoring data is in my view premature and not very appropriate. So | thank you very much.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 33.C.



Public Comment 34

First | Last : .
ID| Property Name | Name Comment Summary | Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
341910004343 |Thomas [Wehner |Requesting a change  [See staff analysis in Comment # 29.

34. Thomas Wehner 11.16.15

from Rural Estate to
Rural Residential for
the parcel north of his
parcel. Please see
attached comment.

34.A. Tom Wehner 11.24.15

34.B. Tom Wehner 11.24.15

34.C. Bill Eklund 11.24.15

Recommendation: Change the parcels that lie along
the northern and western boundaries of the
“Residential Estate” zoning district (a depth of about
one-quarter mile) be changed to “Residential Fringe”
(1 du/5 acres). The 114-acre parcel that lies in the
southwestern corner of this area would remain
“Residential Estate” (1 du/2.5 acres).




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Sunday, November 15, 2015 10:27:13 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

This comment is from

Thomas Wehner who resides at

7 Conejo Trail

Santa Fe, NM 87506

Tax Parcel Number: 910018105

And who also owns Tax Parcel Numbers: 910018106 and 910001476

I am requesting that the land parcel abutting my properties to the north, that is, parcel 910004343, be changed from
Rural Estate (2.5 acres per DU) to Rural Residential (10 acres per dwelling unit (DU)). This would make the zoning
consistent with the adjacent properties north of the subject property. Here are my reasons:

1)  The DU densities north and south of the subject property are lower than the proposed DU density of the
subject property. The proposed DU density of the subject property should be no higher than the adjacent properties.
North of the subject property the DU density is 10 acres per DU. South of the subject property is the Tierra Preciosa
Subdivision. The DU density of the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision was 5 acres per DU prior to 2002. It is inconsistent
to assign a higher density between two areas of lower density.

Today, the DU density of the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision is 2.5 acres per DU due to a county clerical error. Making
the subject parcel the same DU density as the adjacent Tierra Preciosa Subdivision perpetuates the error and should
not be done. [Note: In 2002, Santa Fe County made a clerical error in allowing a lot split that set the precedent for
today’s 2.5 acres per DU in the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision. Reportedly, many area residents at the time
complained and requested the county to reverse the lot split, but the county said it could not, having already granted
the split, and the precedent was set. The complaints included concerns about ground water drawdown and decreased
property values for 5-acre lots. The 5-acre parcel that was accidentally split is today’s 2.5-acre parcel numbers
910010136 and 910010135 at 5 and 7 Paseo del Paloma.]

2)  The terrain of the subject property is dominated by the large Alamo Dry Creek Arroyo with accompanying
steep slopes and wide flood planes. At 2.5 acres per DU, most lots would be undevelopable.

3)  Limited access to the large subject parcel (185 acres, about 1.25 miles x 0.25 miles) requires lower DU
density. The only access to the subject property is a single 50-foot easement across private land. The traffic from 18

homes (at 10 acres per DU) in and out a single road is far more reasonable than the traffic from 74 homes (at 2.5
acres per DU).

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
910004343

Property Owner (First Name)
WILLIAM

Property Owner (Last Name)
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ROUNSVILLE

Physical Address of Property
82 B PASEO DE LA TIERRA SANTA FE, NM 87506

Email address:
conejo77@gq.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RES-E- Residential Estate

Requested Zoning Classification
RUR - Rural

Additional Comments
(No value)

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments
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TOM WAYNER: I'm Tom Wayner. | liveat 7 Congjo Trail in Tierra Preciosa. And | want to
also thank the staff for their valiant efforts in working with the community and basically going
over many of the details of the map. | want to thank Robert Griego especially and his staff for all
that they’ ve done. They’ ve been tremendous in working with us and | appreciate them very
much. He has made some suggestions for changes to the parcels and he mentioned those today.

The parcels that | have comments about are comments on parcels #910004343,
#960001291, #960001293, and #54063744. Those are parcels that are in between Las Campanas
and Sundance Estates and they are next to the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision. | want to make two
points about those and request that those be zoned for residential rural. | think that’s the correct —
10 acres per dwelling unit. And the reason is because they are currently sandwiched in between
two areas that are 10 acres per dwelling unit. One of them appears not to be becauseit’s
currently at 2.5 acres per dwelling unit, but it’s only at that particular level because of the fact
that when the land was first acquired and subdivided it was 10 acres. Then by virtue of family
transfer in a very large family these became five-acre lots, and thankfully, the family transfer
things will be gone with the new SLDC. That’s really great.

Then a mistake was made and a builder was able to subdivide his five-acre lot into 2.5
acres which set the precedent for all the lots becoming 2.5 acres. So the areas that basically are
on either side of the subject four parcels are ten acres per dwelling unit, actually, and | think it's
reasonable to make them that as well. The water usage that is concomitant with the higher
density that’s been allowed — four times the amount — means that there' s a lot more usage than
you would normally expect. Thisareaisin the basin but it’ s right next to the basin fringe.
Having the higher densities is not reasonable.

The 1980 hydrologic survey recommends — and that’ s the most recent survey —
recommends ten acres per dwelling unit. Second, the terrain on the subject properties is very
steep and has a large arroyo with a large floodplain and the terrain is inappropriate for high
density development. So for those two reasons, that it’s already in aten-acre area actually, and
that’sit’s very undevel opable because of the terrain are reasons it should be at ten acres per
dwelling unit and not at a higher density. Thank you

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 34.A.



MR. WAYNER: Tom Wayner, 7 Conegjo Trail. I’ve been sworn in. I’d like to request simply that
| get an opportunity to show you the area on the overhead map that | spoke about before. The
map was not available when | spoke but I would like to bring that up now if I could. Could |
request that?

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: I think so. I think staff —

MR. WAYNER: This is an area that is east of Paseo de la Tierra and Campanas
Drive. Can you zoom in a little bit more at that corner? The brown-colored corner? Can you
show parcels? Okay. That’s good right there. The parcel that is at the top, along rectangle at the
top, is a parcel that is about 185 acres and it is — the proposed zoning is for the west half of it to
be ten acres per dwelling unit and the east half to be 2.5. Robert Griego in his package to you has
changed that right have to be five acres per dwelling unit in what I and neighbors that that
complete parcel be ten acres.

There is a notebook boundary, lot boundary between the yellow and the ten there on the
left-hand side is where the parcel is. Now you can see that there’ s aleft part of it, almost a square
that is at the ten acres per dwelling unit and then the right half is at 2.5. And Robert has, in his
package to you, recommended that that be five.

The area to the north of that is ten, the area to the west of that is ten, and the area that is
subdivided into the very small parcels is 2.5-acre parcels. It’ s the area that had been ten acres per
dwelling unit also but by virtues of family transfer and accidents got basically converted into 2.5.
So the areas that are under consideration is four parcels. We're requesting it be placed at 10 acres
per dwelling unit, and that’ s consistent with what’s on the left, the right, the north and south.
Thank you very much.
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WILLIAM ECKLUND: Good evening. My name is William Ecklund. I live in La Tierra at 48
Paseo de la Tierra. | live adjacent to a 400-acre collection of approximately four or five parcels.
We have objected previously in writing. You have our comments, my comments on that
proposed rezoning, largely to 2.5-acre residential estate zoning. And in the past week your
Planning Division has done a remarkable and professional job of coming part way to meet our
objections and has proposed some changes to the map accordingly.

We are still evaluating those proposals and we are pleased to see the response. We are
evaluating those at thistime. So I’m not going to address those in any more detail tonight. I'd
like to simply urge you to take it slow and not push this process, even though | know you’ ve
been working on this for years, | personally think an extension of a couple months may well be
in order. My main concern is protection of the aquifer. You may have read over the past
weekend that the Mennonite community in Mexico, north of Chihuahua is leaving Mexico.
They’ ve been there for over 100 years. They are leaving Mexico because they have depleted
their aquifer and have no more water for irrigation purposes. They are moving to South America.
Aquifers are being depleted all over the world, including in wealthy countries like Saudi Arabia
and also in the US.

Just over the mountains from here to the east, a few hundred miles, the Oglala aquifer
feeds drinking water to two million people and it has been depleted by nine percent already and
is going down close to a percent per year now. It underlies part of eight complete states, part of
eight states it underlies and it feeds drinking water to two million people, and it’s being drained.

Now, we have an aquifer under the Santa Fe Basin which is declining, presumably at
some unknown rate. We have well logging data. We now have monitoring wells. We have a
monitoring well built by the City as you know, out less than one mile from the area | am
speaking of, but it has only been in existence for a couple of years and the data is only available
for two years. In my opinion that’s woefully insufficient to do long-term predictions as to the
health of the aquifer.

So my point is that once you make this decision to increase the dwelling density in the
area overlying this basin and where well water is likely to be necessary, where groundwater is
likely to be used and necessary into the indefinite future, 1 would suggest you take this slow and
make sure that you have complied with the New Mexico Legislature which has directed all
counties to consider water availability in zoning decisions and issuing zoning regulations as you
well know.

As | understand that the intention is to evaluate hydrological data and water availability
before zoning decisions are made, not after. After zoning decisions are made | do know that your
SLDC contains fairly detailed provisions for evaluating the aquifer condition at a particular site
with atest well, flow tests, duration, and so on, but there' s no way that that test can evaluate the
long-term direction of the aquifer level. Only adequate hydrologic monitoring can do that.

And so the well test that every owner has to go through to get a well in this state are not
sufficient to rely upon. The well data reported by the drillers are of different quality, made by
different people and in one sense are anecdotal data that may or may not evaluate trends. So my
point is that the S in SLDC stands for Sustainable and that includes not only the environment we
know and feel but the water underneath us, the aquifer. We can’t alow decisions to be made that
will cause draining of the aquifer in the foreseeable future. Ideally, the level of the aquifer will
be sustained at a constant level. If that can’t be done perhaps along-term plan over 40 years or
90 years is appropriate but making a zoning decision in advance of even having any kind of
monitoring data is in my view premature and not very appropriate. So | thank you very much.
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Public Comment 35

ID| Property SIS | LR Comment Summary | Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
Name | Name
351960001291 Thomas \Wehner |Requesting a change  [See staff analysis in Comment # 29.

35. Thomas Wehner 11.16.15

from Rural Estate to
Rural Residential.
Please see attached
comment.

35.A. Tom Wehner 11.24.15

35.B. Tom Wehner 11.24.15

35.C. Bill Eklund 11.24.15

Recommendation: Change the parcels that lie along
the northern and western boundaries of the
“Residential Estate” zoning district (a depth of about
one-quarter mile) be changed to “Residential Fringe”

(1 du/5 acres).




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Monday, November 16, 2015 9:04:04 AM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

This comment is from

Thomas Wehner who resides at

7 Conejo Trail

Santa Fe, NM 87506

Tax Parcel Number: 910018105

And who also owns Tax Parcel Numbers: 910018106 and 910001476

I am requesting that the portion of land parcel number 960001291 that is proposed as Rural Estate (2.5 acres per
DU) be changed to Rural Residential (10 acres per dwelling unit (DU)). This would make the entire parcel the same
zoning and would make the zoning consistent with the adjacent properties. Here are my reasons:

1)  The DU densities north and south of the subject property are lower than the proposed DU density of the
subject property. The proposed DU density of the subject property should be no higher than the adjacent properties.
North, west and south of the subject property the DU density is 10 acres per DU. East of the subject property is the
Tierra Preciosa Subdivision. The DU density of the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision was 5 acres per DU prior to 2002.
It is inconsistent to assign a higher density between two areas of lower density.

Today, the DU density of the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision is 2.5 acres per DU due to a county clerical error. Making
the subject parcel the same DU density as the adjacent Tierra Preciosa Subdivision perpetuates the error and should
not be done. [Note: In 2002, Santa Fe County made a clerical error in allowing a lot split that set the precedent for
today’s 2.5 acres per DU in the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision. Reportedly, many area residents at the time
complained and requested the county to reverse the lot split, but the county said it could not, having already granted
the split, and the precedent was set. The complaints included concerns about ground water drawdown and decreased
property values for 5-acre lots. The 5-acre parcel that was accidentally split is today’s 2.5-acre parcel numbers
910010136 and 910010135 at 5 and 7 Paseo del Paloma.]

2)  The terrain of the subject property is dominated by the large Alamo Dry Creek Arroyo with accompanying
steep slopes and wide flood planes. At 2.5 acres per DU, most lots would be undevelopable.

3)  Limited access to the large subject parcel requires lower DU density. There are no access easement shown on
the 2009, 2011 plat.

4)  The 1980 hydrologic survey, the most recent hydrologic survey, cited as Map 41 in SLDC 2009 documents,
stipulates DU densities for the subject parcel at 50 acres per DU on the Basin Fringe side of the parcel and 10 acres
per DU on the Basin side of the parcel. With these stipulations, the subject parcel should be zoned at 50 acres per
DU on the west side and 10 acres per DU on the east side. However, with the successive droughts since 1980, the
DU densities should be even lower than in the 1980 survey, perhaps 100 acres per DU on the west side and 20 acres
per DU on the east side. | am willing to compromise at 10 acres per DU, Residential Rural, for the entire parcel
even though conservatism with respect to water availability would argue for even lower density.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
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960001291

Property Owner (First Name)
HEATHER

Property Owner (Last Name)
HENSON

Physical Address of Property
0 PASEO DE LA TIERRA, SANTA FE, NM 87506

Email address:
conejo77@gq.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RES-E- Residential Estate

Requested Zoning Classification
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Additional Comments
(No value)
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TOM WAYNER: I'm Tom Wayner. | liveat 7 Congjo Trail in Tierra Preciosa. And | want to
also thank the staff for their valiant efforts in working with the community and basically going
over many of the details of the map. | want to thank Robert Griego especially and his staff for all
that they’ ve done. They’ ve been tremendous in working with us and | appreciate them very
much. He has made some suggestions for changes to the parcels and he mentioned those today.

The parcels that | have comments about are comments on parcels #910004343,
#960001291, #960001293, and #54063744. Those are parcels that are in between Las Campanas
and Sundance Estates and they are next to the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision. | want to make two
points about those and request that those be zoned for residential rural. | think that’s the correct —
10 acres per dwelling unit. And the reason is because they are currently sandwiched in between
two areas that are 10 acres per dwelling unit. One of them appears not to be becauseit’s
currently at 2.5 acres per dwelling unit, but it’s only at that particular level because of the fact
that when the land was first acquired and subdivided it was 10 acres. Then by virtue of family
transfer in a very large family these became five-acre lots, and thankfully, the family transfer
things will be gone with the new SLDC. That’s really great.

Then a mistake was made and a builder was able to subdivide his five-acre lot into 2.5
acres which set the precedent for all the lots becoming 2.5 acres. So the areas that basically are
on either side of the subject four parcels are ten acres per dwelling unit, actually, and | think it's
reasonable to make them that as well. The water usage that is concomitant with the higher
density that’s been allowed — four times the amount — means that there' s a lot more usage than
you would normally expect. Thisareaisin the basin but it’ s right next to the basin fringe.
Having the higher densities is not reasonable.

The 1980 hydrologic survey recommends — and that’ s the most recent survey —
recommends ten acres per dwelling unit. Second, the terrain on the subject properties is very
steep and has a large arroyo with a large floodplain and the terrain is inappropriate for high
density development. So for those two reasons, that it’s already in aten-acre area actually, and
that’sit’s very undevel opable because of the terrain are reasons it should be at ten acres per
dwelling unit and not at a higher density. Thank you

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 35.A.



MR. WAYNER: Tom Wayner, 7 Conegjo Trail. I’ve been sworn in. I’d like to request simply that
| get an opportunity to show you the area on the overhead map that | spoke about before. The
map was not available when | spoke but I would like to bring that up now if I could. Could |
request that?

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: I think so. I think staff —

MR. WAYNER: This is an area that is east of Paseo de la Tierra and Campanas
Drive. Can you zoom in a little bit more at that corner? The brown-colored corner? Can you
show parcels? Okay. That’s good right there. The parcel that is at the top, along rectangle at the
top, is a parcel that is about 185 acres and it is — the proposed zoning is for the west half of it to
be ten acres per dwelling unit and the east half to be 2.5. Robert Griego in his package to you has
changed that right have to be five acres per dwelling unit in what I and neighbors that that
complete parcel be ten acres.

There is a notebook boundary, lot boundary between the yellow and the ten there on the
left-hand side is where the parcel is. Now you can see that there’ s aleft part of it, almost a square
that is at the ten acres per dwelling unit and then the right half is at 2.5. And Robert has, in his
package to you, recommended that that be five.

The area to the north of that is ten, the area to the west of that is ten, and the area that is
subdivided into the very small parcels is 2.5-acre parcels. It’ s the area that had been ten acres per
dwelling unit also but by virtues of family transfer and accidents got basically converted into 2.5.
So the areas that are under consideration is four parcels. We're requesting it be placed at 10 acres
per dwelling unit, and that’ s consistent with what’s on the left, the right, the north and south.
Thank you very much.
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WILLIAM ECKLUND: Good evening. My name is William Ecklund. I live in La Tierra at 48
Paseo de la Tierra. | live adjacent to a 400-acre collection of approximately four or five parcels.
We have objected previously in writing. You have our comments, my comments on that
proposed rezoning, largely to 2.5-acre residential estate zoning. And in the past week your
Planning Division has done a remarkable and professional job of coming part way to meet our
objections and has proposed some changes to the map accordingly.

We are still evaluating those proposals and we are pleased to see the response. We are
evaluating those at thistime. So I’m not going to address those in any more detail tonight. I'd
like to simply urge you to take it slow and not push this process, even though | know you’ ve
been working on this for years, | personally think an extension of a couple months may well be
in order. My main concern is protection of the aquifer. You may have read over the past
weekend that the Mennonite community in Mexico, north of Chihuahua is leaving Mexico.
They’ ve been there for over 100 years. They are leaving Mexico because they have depleted
their aquifer and have no more water for irrigation purposes. They are moving to South America.
Aquifers are being depleted all over the world, including in wealthy countries like Saudi Arabia
and also in the US.

Just over the mountains from here to the east, a few hundred miles, the Oglala aquifer
feeds drinking water to two million people and it has been depleted by nine percent already and
is going down close to a percent per year now. It underlies part of eight complete states, part of
eight states it underlies and it feeds drinking water to two million people, and it’s being drained.

Now, we have an aquifer under the Santa Fe Basin which is declining, presumably at
some unknown rate. We have well logging data. We now have monitoring wells. We have a
monitoring well built by the City as you know, out less than one mile from the area | am
speaking of, but it has only been in existence for a couple of years and the data is only available
for two years. In my opinion that’s woefully insufficient to do long-term predictions as to the
health of the aquifer.

So my point is that once you make this decision to increase the dwelling density in the
area overlying this basin and where well water is likely to be necessary, where groundwater is
likely to be used and necessary into the indefinite future, 1 would suggest you take this slow and
make sure that you have complied with the New Mexico Legislature which has directed all
counties to consider water availability in zoning decisions and issuing zoning regulations as you
well know.

As | understand that the intention is to evaluate hydrological data and water availability
before zoning decisions are made, not after. After zoning decisions are made | do know that your
SLDC contains fairly detailed provisions for evaluating the aquifer condition at a particular site
with atest well, flow tests, duration, and so on, but there' s no way that that test can evaluate the
long-term direction of the aquifer level. Only adequate hydrologic monitoring can do that.

And so the well test that every owner has to go through to get a well in this state are not
sufficient to rely upon. The well data reported by the drillers are of different quality, made by
different people and in one sense are anecdotal data that may or may not evaluate trends. So my
point is that the S in SLDC stands for Sustainable and that includes not only the environment we
know and feel but the water underneath us, the aquifer. We can’t alow decisions to be made that
will cause draining of the aquifer in the foreseeable future. Ideally, the level of the aquifer will
be sustained at a constant level. If that can’t be done perhaps along-term plan over 40 years or
90 years is appropriate but making a zoning decision in advance of even having any kind of
monitoring data is in my view premature and not very appropriate. So | thank you very much.
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Public Comment 36

ID

First

Property Name

Last
Name

Comment Summary

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

36

910004343 |Thomas

Wehner

36. Thomas Wehner 11.16.15

Requesting a change from
Rural Estate to Rural
Residential for the parcel
north of his parcel. Please
see attached comment.

36.A. Tom Wehner 11.24.15

36.B. Tom Wehner 11.24.15

36.C. Bill EKlund 11.24.15

See staff analysis in Comment # 29.
Recommendation: Change the parcels that lie
along the northern and western boundaries of the
“Residential Estate” zoning district (a depth of
about one-quarter mile) be changed to “Residential

Fringe” (1 du/5 acres).




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Monday, November 16, 2015 9:17:55 AM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

This comment is from

Thomas Wehner who resides at

7 Conejo Trail

Santa Fe, NM 87506

Tax Parcel Number: 910018105

And who also owns Tax Parcel Numbers: 910018106 and 910001476

I am adding one argument based on the hydrologic survey to my previous submission.

| am requesting that the portion of land parcel number 910004343 abutting my properties to the north be changed
from Rural Estate (2.5 acres per DU) to Rural Residential (10 acres per dwelling unit (DU)). This would make the
entire parcel the same zoning and would make the zoning consistent with the adjacent properties. Here are my
reasons:

1)  The DU densities north and south of the subject property are lower than the proposed DU density of the
subject property. The proposed DU density of the subject property should be no higher than the adjacent properties.
North of the subject property the DU density is 10 acres per DU. South of the subject property is the Tierra Preciosa
Subdivision. The DU density of the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision was 5 acres per DU prior to 2002. It is inconsistent
to assign a higher density between two areas of lower density.

Today, the DU density of the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision is 2.5 acres per DU due to a county clerical error. Making
the subject parcel the same DU density as the adjacent Tierra Preciosa Subdivision perpetuates the error and should
not be done. [Note: In 2002, Santa Fe County made a clerical error in allowing a lot split that set the precedent for
today’s 2.5 acres per DU in the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision. Reportedly, many area residents at the time
complained and requested the county to reverse the lot split, but the county said it could not, having already granted
the split, and the precedent was set. The complaints included concerns about ground water drawdown and decreased
property values for 5-acre lots. The 5-acre parcel that was accidentally split is today’s 2.5-acre parcel numbers
910010136 and 910010135 at 5 and 7 Paseo del Paloma.]

2)  The terrain of the subject property is dominated by the large Alamo Dry Creek Arroyo with accompanying
steep slopes and wide flood planes. At 2.5 acres per DU, most lots would be undevelopable.

3)  Limited access to the large subject parcel (185 acres, about 1.25 miles x 0.25 miles) requires lower DU
density. The only access to the subject property is a single 50-foot easement across private land. The traffic from 18
homes (at 10 acres per DU) in and out a single road is far more reasonable than the traffic from 74 homes (at 2.5
acres per DU).

4)  The 1980 hydrologic survey, the most recent hydrologic survey, cited as Map 41 in SLDC 2009 documents,
stipulates DU densities for the subject parcel at 50 acres per DU on the Basin Fringe side of the parcel and 10 acres
per DU on the Basin side of the parcel. With these stipulations, the subject parcel should be zoned at 50 acres per
DU on the west side and 10 acres per DU on the east side. However, with the successive droughts since 1980, the
DU densities should be even lower than in the 1980 survey, perhaps 100 acres per DU on the west side and 20 acres
per DU on the east side. | am willing to compromise at 10 acres per DU, Residential Rural, for the entire parcel
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even though conservatism with respect to water availability would argue for even lower density.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

910004343

Property Owner (First Name)
WILLIAM

Property Owner (Last Name)
ROUNSVILLE

Physical Address of Property
82 B PASEO DE LA TIERRA SANTA FE, NM 87506

Email address:
conejo77@g.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
(No value)

Requested Zoning Classification
(No value)

Additional Comments
(No value)
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TOM WAYNER: I'm Tom Wayner. | liveat 7 Congjo Trail in Tierra Preciosa. And | want to
also thank the staff for their valiant efforts in working with the community and basically going
over many of the details of the map. | want to thank Robert Griego especially and his staff for all
that they’ ve done. They’ ve been tremendous in working with us and | appreciate them very
much. He has made some suggestions for changes to the parcels and he mentioned those today.

The parcels that | have comments about are comments on parcels #910004343,
#960001291, #960001293, and #54063744. Those are parcels that are in between Las Campanas
and Sundance Estates and they are next to the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision. | want to make two
points about those and request that those be zoned for residential rural. | think that’s the correct —
10 acres per dwelling unit. And the reason is because they are currently sandwiched in between
two areas that are 10 acres per dwelling unit. One of them appears not to be becauseit’s
currently at 2.5 acres per dwelling unit, but it’s only at that particular level because of the fact
that when the land was first acquired and subdivided it was 10 acres. Then by virtue of family
transfer in a very large family these became five-acre lots, and thankfully, the family transfer
things will be gone with the new SLDC. That’s really great.

Then a mistake was made and a builder was able to subdivide his five-acre lot into 2.5
acres which set the precedent for all the lots becoming 2.5 acres. So the areas that basically are
on either side of the subject four parcels are ten acres per dwelling unit, actually, and | think it's
reasonable to make them that as well. The water usage that is concomitant with the higher
density that’s been allowed — four times the amount — means that there' s a lot more usage than
you would normally expect. Thisareaisin the basin but it’ s right next to the basin fringe.
Having the higher densities is not reasonable.

The 1980 hydrologic survey recommends — and that’ s the most recent survey —
recommends ten acres per dwelling unit. Second, the terrain on the subject properties is very
steep and has a large arroyo with a large floodplain and the terrain is inappropriate for high
density development. So for those two reasons, that it’s already in aten-acre area actually, and
that’sit’s very undevel opable because of the terrain are reasons it should be at ten acres per
dwelling unit and not at a higher density. Thank you

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 36.A.



MR. WAYNER: Tom Wayner, 7 Conegjo Trail. I’ve been sworn in. I’d like to request simply that
| get an opportunity to show you the area on the overhead map that | spoke about before. The
map was not available when | spoke but I would like to bring that up now if I could. Could |
request that?

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: I think so. I think staff —

MR. WAYNER: This is an area that is east of Paseo de la Tierra and Campanas
Drive. Can you zoom in a little bit more at that corner? The brown-colored corner? Can you
show parcels? Okay. That’s good right there. The parcel that is at the top, along rectangle at the
top, is a parcel that is about 185 acres and it is — the proposed zoning is for the west half of it to
be ten acres per dwelling unit and the east half to be 2.5. Robert Griego in his package to you has
changed that right have to be five acres per dwelling unit in what I and neighbors that that
complete parcel be ten acres.

There is a notebook boundary, lot boundary between the yellow and the ten there on the
left-hand side is where the parcel is. Now you can see that there’ s aleft part of it, almost a square
that is at the ten acres per dwelling unit and then the right half is at 2.5. And Robert has, in his
package to you, recommended that that be five.

The area to the north of that is ten, the area to the west of that is ten, and the area that is
subdivided into the very small parcels is 2.5-acre parcels. It’ s the area that had been ten acres per
dwelling unit also but by virtues of family transfer and accidents got basically converted into 2.5.
So the areas that are under consideration is four parcels. We're requesting it be placed at 10 acres
per dwelling unit, and that’ s consistent with what’s on the left, the right, the north and south.
Thank you very much.
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WILLIAM ECKLUND: Good evening. My name is William Ecklund. I live in La Tierra at 48
Paseo de la Tierra. | live adjacent to a 400-acre collection of approximately four or five parcels.
We have objected previously in writing. You have our comments, my comments on that
proposed rezoning, largely to 2.5-acre residential estate zoning. And in the past week your
Planning Division has done a remarkable and professional job of coming part way to meet our
objections and has proposed some changes to the map accordingly.

We are still evaluating those proposals and we are pleased to see the response. We are
evaluating those at thistime. So I’m not going to address those in any more detail tonight. I'd
like to simply urge you to take it slow and not push this process, even though | know you’ ve
been working on this for years, | personally think an extension of a couple months may well be
in order. My main concern is protection of the aquifer. You may have read over the past
weekend that the Mennonite community in Mexico, north of Chihuahua is leaving Mexico.
They’ ve been there for over 100 years. They are leaving Mexico because they have depleted
their aquifer and have no more water for irrigation purposes. They are moving to South America.
Aquifers are being depleted all over the world, including in wealthy countries like Saudi Arabia
and also in the US.

Just over the mountains from here to the east, a few hundred miles, the Oglala aquifer
feeds drinking water to two million people and it has been depleted by nine percent already and
is going down close to a percent per year now. It underlies part of eight complete states, part of
eight states it underlies and it feeds drinking water to two million people, and it’s being drained.

Now, we have an aquifer under the Santa Fe Basin which is declining, presumably at
some unknown rate. We have well logging data. We now have monitoring wells. We have a
monitoring well built by the City as you know, out less than one mile from the area | am
speaking of, but it has only been in existence for a couple of years and the data is only available
for two years. In my opinion that’s woefully insufficient to do long-term predictions as to the
health of the aquifer.

So my point is that once you make this decision to increase the dwelling density in the
area overlying this basin and where well water is likely to be necessary, where groundwater is
likely to be used and necessary into the indefinite future, 1 would suggest you take this slow and
make sure that you have complied with the New Mexico Legislature which has directed all
counties to consider water availability in zoning decisions and issuing zoning regulations as you
well know.

As | understand that the intention is to evaluate hydrological data and water availability
before zoning decisions are made, not after. After zoning decisions are made | do know that your
SLDC contains fairly detailed provisions for evaluating the aquifer condition at a particular site
with atest well, flow tests, duration, and so on, but there' s no way that that test can evaluate the
long-term direction of the aquifer level. Only adequate hydrologic monitoring can do that.

And so the well test that every owner has to go through to get a well in this state are not
sufficient to rely upon. The well data reported by the drillers are of different quality, made by
different people and in one sense are anecdotal data that may or may not evaluate trends. So my
point is that the S in SLDC stands for Sustainable and that includes not only the environment we
know and feel but the water underneath us, the aquifer. We can’t alow decisions to be made that
will cause draining of the aquifer in the foreseeable future. Ideally, the level of the aquifer will
be sustained at a constant level. If that can’t be done perhaps along-term plan over 40 years or
90 years is appropriate but making a zoning decision in advance of even having any kind of
monitoring data is in my view premature and not very appropriate. So | thank you very much.
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Public Comment 37

First Last

Comment Summary | Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
Name | Name

ID|Property

37 154063744 Thomas |Wehner |[Requesting a change  [See staff analysis in Comment # 29. Recommendation:
from Rural Estate to ~ |Change the parcels that lie along the northern and

Rural Residential. western boundaries of the “Residential Estate” zoning
Please see attached district (a depth of about one-quarter mile) be changed
comment. to “Residential Fringe” (1 du/5 acres).

37. Thomas Wehner 11.16.15
37.A. Tom Wehner 11.24.15
37.B. Tom Wehner 11.24.15

37.C. Bill EKlund 11.24.15



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Monday, November 16, 2015 9:29:20 AM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

This comment is from

Thomas Wehner who resides at

7 Conejo Trail

Santa Fe, NM 87506

Tax Parcel Number: 910018105

And who also owns Tax Parcel Numbers: 910018106 and 910001476

I am requesting that land parcel number 960001293 that is proposed as Rural Estate (2.5 acres per DU) be changed
to Rural Residential (10 acres per dwelling unit (DU)). This would make the zoning consistent with the adjacent
properties. Here are my reasons:

1)  The DU densities around the subject property are lower than the proposed DU density of the subject property.
The proposed DU density of the subject property should be no higher than the adjacent properties. North, west and
south of the subject property the DU density is 10 acres per DU. East of the subject property is the Tierra Preciosa
Subdivision. The DU density of the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision was 5 acres per DU prior to 2002. It is inconsistent
to assign a higher density between two areas of lower density.

Today, the DU density of the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision is 2.5 acres per DU due to a county clerical error. Making
the subject parcel the same DU density as the adjacent Tierra Preciosa Subdivision perpetuates the error and should
not be done. [Note: In 2002, Santa Fe County made a clerical error in allowing a lot split that set the precedent for
today’s 2.5 acres per DU in the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision. Reportedly, many area residents at the time
complained and requested the county to reverse the lot split, but the county said it could not, having already granted
the split, and the precedent was set. The complaints included concerns about ground water drawdown and decreased
property values for 5-acre lots. The 5-acre parcel that was accidentally split is today’s 2.5-acre parcel numbers
910010136 and 910010135 at 5 and 7 Paseo del Paloma.]

2)  The terrain of the subject property is dominated by a large arroyo with accompanying steep slopes and flood
planes. At 2.5 acres per DU, most lots would be undevelopable.

3)  Limited access to the large subject parcel requires lower DU density. There are no access easement shown on
the 2009, 2011 plat.

4)  The 1980 hydrologic survey, the most recent hydrologic survey, cited as Map 41 in SLDC 2009 documents,
stipulates DU densities for the subject parcel at 10 acres per DU as part of the Basin area. With this stipulation, the
subject parcel should be zoned at 10 acres per DU. However, with the successive droughts since 1980, the DU
densities should be even lower than in the 1980 survey, perhaps 20 acres per DU. | am willing to compromise at 10
acres per DU, Residential Rural, for the entire parcel even though conservatism with respect to water availability
would argue for even lower density.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
960001293
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Property Owner (First Name)
(No value)

Property Owner (Last Name)
LITTLE BLUESTEM LLC

Physical Address of Property
0 PASEO DE LA TIERRA SANTA FE , NM 87506

Email address:
conejo77@g.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RES-E- Residential Estate

Requested Zoning Classification
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Additional Comments
(No value)

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments

Comment 37



TOM WAYNER: I'm Tom Wayner. | liveat 7 Congjo Trail in Tierra Preciosa. And | want to
also thank the staff for their valiant efforts in working with the community and basically going
over many of the details of the map. | want to thank Robert Griego especially and his staff for all
that they’ ve done. They’ ve been tremendous in working with us and | appreciate them very
much. He has made some suggestions for changes to the parcels and he mentioned those today.

The parcels that | have comments about are comments on parcels #910004343,
#960001291, #960001293, and #54063744. Those are parcels that are in between Las Campanas
and Sundance Estates and they are next to the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision. | want to make two
points about those and request that those be zoned for residential rural. | think that’s the correct —
10 acres per dwelling unit. And the reason is because they are currently sandwiched in between
two areas that are 10 acres per dwelling unit. One of them appears not to be becauseit’s
currently at 2.5 acres per dwelling unit, but it’s only at that particular level because of the fact
that when the land was first acquired and subdivided it was 10 acres. Then by virtue of family
transfer in a very large family these became five-acre lots, and thankfully, the family transfer
things will be gone with the new SLDC. That’s really great.

Then a mistake was made and a builder was able to subdivide his five-acre lot into 2.5
acres which set the precedent for all the lots becoming 2.5 acres. So the areas that basically are
on either side of the subject four parcels are ten acres per dwelling unit, actually, and | think it's
reasonable to make them that as well. The water usage that is concomitant with the higher
density that’s been allowed — four times the amount — means that there' s a lot more usage than
you would normally expect. Thisareaisin the basin but it’ s right next to the basin fringe.
Having the higher densities is not reasonable.

The 1980 hydrologic survey recommends — and that’ s the most recent survey —
recommends ten acres per dwelling unit. Second, the terrain on the subject properties is very
steep and has a large arroyo with a large floodplain and the terrain is inappropriate for high
density development. So for those two reasons, that it’s already in aten-acre area actually, and
that’sit’s very undevel opable because of the terrain are reasons it should be at ten acres per
dwelling unit and not at a higher density. Thank you

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 37.A.



MR. WAYNER: Tom Wayner, 7 Conegjo Trail. I’ve been sworn in. I’d like to request simply that
| get an opportunity to show you the area on the overhead map that | spoke about before. The
map was not available when | spoke but I would like to bring that up now if I could. Could |
request that?

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: I think so. I think staff —

MR. WAYNER: This is an area that is east of Paseo de la Tierra and Campanas
Drive. Can you zoom in a little bit more at that corner? The brown-colored corner? Can you
show parcels? Okay. That’s good right there. The parcel that is at the top, along rectangle at the
top, is a parcel that is about 185 acres and it is — the proposed zoning is for the west half of it to
be ten acres per dwelling unit and the east half to be 2.5. Robert Griego in his package to you has
changed that right have to be five acres per dwelling unit in what I and neighbors that that
complete parcel be ten acres.

There is a notebook boundary, lot boundary between the yellow and the ten there on the
left-hand side is where the parcel is. Now you can see that there’ s aleft part of it, almost a square
that is at the ten acres per dwelling unit and then the right half is at 2.5. And Robert has, in his
package to you, recommended that that be five.

The area to the north of that is ten, the area to the west of that is ten, and the area that is
subdivided into the very small parcels is 2.5-acre parcels. It’ s the area that had been ten acres per
dwelling unit also but by virtues of family transfer and accidents got basically converted into 2.5.
So the areas that are under consideration is four parcels. We're requesting it be placed at 10 acres
per dwelling unit, and that’ s consistent with what’s on the left, the right, the north and south.
Thank you very much.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 37.B.



WILLIAM ECKLUND: Good evening. My name is William Ecklund. I live in La Tierra at 48
Paseo de la Tierra. | live adjacent to a 400-acre collection of approximately four or five parcels.
We have objected previously in writing. You have our comments, my comments on that
proposed rezoning, largely to 2.5-acre residential estate zoning. And in the past week your
Planning Division has done a remarkable and professional job of coming part way to meet our
objections and has proposed some changes to the map accordingly.

We are still evaluating those proposals and we are pleased to see the response. We are
evaluating those at thistime. So I’m not going to address those in any more detail tonight. I'd
like to simply urge you to take it slow and not push this process, even though | know you’ ve
been working on this for years, | personally think an extension of a couple months may well be
in order. My main concern is protection of the aquifer. You may have read over the past
weekend that the Mennonite community in Mexico, north of Chihuahua is leaving Mexico.
They’ ve been there for over 100 years. They are leaving Mexico because they have depleted
their aquifer and have no more water for irrigation purposes. They are moving to South America.
Aquifers are being depleted all over the world, including in wealthy countries like Saudi Arabia
and also in the US.

Just over the mountains from here to the east, a few hundred miles, the Oglala aquifer
feeds drinking water to two million people and it has been depleted by nine percent already and
is going down close to a percent per year now. It underlies part of eight complete states, part of
eight states it underlies and it feeds drinking water to two million people, and it’s being drained.

Now, we have an aquifer under the Santa Fe Basin which is declining, presumably at
some unknown rate. We have well logging data. We now have monitoring wells. We have a
monitoring well built by the City as you know, out less than one mile from the area | am
speaking of, but it has only been in existence for a couple of years and the data is only available
for two years. In my opinion that’s woefully insufficient to do long-term predictions as to the
health of the aquifer.

So my point is that once you make this decision to increase the dwelling density in the
area overlying this basin and where well water is likely to be necessary, where groundwater is
likely to be used and necessary into the indefinite future, 1 would suggest you take this slow and
make sure that you have complied with the New Mexico Legislature which has directed all
counties to consider water availability in zoning decisions and issuing zoning regulations as you
well know.

As | understand that the intention is to evaluate hydrological data and water availability
before zoning decisions are made, not after. After zoning decisions are made | do know that your
SLDC contains fairly detailed provisions for evaluating the aquifer condition at a particular site
with atest well, flow tests, duration, and so on, but there' s no way that that test can evaluate the
long-term direction of the aquifer level. Only adequate hydrologic monitoring can do that.

And so the well test that every owner has to go through to get a well in this state are not
sufficient to rely upon. The well data reported by the drillers are of different quality, made by
different people and in one sense are anecdotal data that may or may not evaluate trends. So my
point is that the S in SLDC stands for Sustainable and that includes not only the environment we
know and feel but the water underneath us, the aquifer. We can’t alow decisions to be made that
will cause draining of the aquifer in the foreseeable future. Ideally, the level of the aquifer will
be sustained at a constant level. If that can’t be done perhaps along-term plan over 40 years or
90 years is appropriate but making a zoning decision in advance of even having any kind of
monitoring data is in my view premature and not very appropriate. So | thank you very much.
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Public Comment 38

First Last

ID| Property Name | Name

Comment Summary | Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

381960018106 |Thomas Wehner |Requesting a change |See staff analysis in Comment # 29.

and from Rural Estate to |Recommendation: Change the parcels that lie along
910001476 Rural Residential. the northern and western boundaries of the
Please see attached “Residential Estate” zoning district (a depth of
comment. about one-quarter mile) be changed to “Residential

Fringe” (1 du/5 acres).

38. Thomas Wehner 11.16.15
38.A. Tom Wehner 11.24.15
38.B. Tom Wehner 11.24.15

38.C. Bill Eklund 11.24.15



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Monday, November 16, 2015 9:37:46 AM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

This comment is from

Thomas Wehner who resides at

7 Conejo Trail

Santa Fe, NM 87506

Tax Parcel Number: 910018105

And who also owns Tax Parcel Numbers: 910018106 and 910001476

I am requesting that land parcel number 54063744 that is proposed as Rural Estate (2.5 acres per DU) be changed to
Rural Residential (10 acres per dwelling unit (DU)). This would make the zoning consistent with the adjacent
properties. Here are my reasons:

1)  The DU densities around the subject property are lower than the proposed DU density of the subject property.
The proposed DU density of the subject property should be no higher than the adjacent properties. North, west and
south of the subject property the DU density is 10 acres per DU. East of the subject property is the Tierra Preciosa
Subdivision. The DU density of the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision was 5 acres per DU prior to 2002. It is inconsistent
to assign a higher density between two areas of lower density.

Today, the DU density of the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision is 2.5 acres per DU due to a county clerical error. Making
the subject parcel the same DU density as the adjacent Tierra Preciosa Subdivision perpetuates the error and should
not be done. [Note: In 2002, Santa Fe County made a clerical error in allowing a lot split that set the precedent for
today’s 2.5 acres per DU in the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision. Reportedly, many area residents at the time
complained and requested the county to reverse the lot split, but the county said it could not, having already granted
the split, and the precedent was set. The complaints included concerns about ground water drawdown and decreased
property values for 5-acre lots. The 5-acre parcel that was accidentally split is today’s 2.5-acre parcel numbers
910010136 and 910010135 at 5 and 7 Paseo del Paloma.]

2)  The terrain of the subject property is dominated by a large arroyo with accompanying steep slopes and flood
planes. At 2.5 acres per DU, most lots would be undevelopable.

3)  Limited access to the large subject parcel requires lower DU density. There are no access easement shown on
the 2009, 2011 plat.

4)  The 1980 hydrologic survey, the most recent hydrologic survey, cited as Map 41 in SLDC 2009 documents,
stipulates DU densities for the subject parcel at 10 acres per DU as part of the Basin area. With this stipulation, the
subject parcel should be zoned at 10 acres per DU. However, with the successive droughts since 1980, the DU
densities should be even lower than in the 1980 survey, perhaps 20 acres per DU. | am willing to compromise at 10
acres per DU, Residential Rural, for the entire parcel even though conservatism with respect to water availability
would argue for even lower density.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
54063744
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Property Owner (First Name)
(No value)

Property Owner (Last Name)
LITTLE BLUESTEM LLC

Physical Address of Property
0 PASEO DE LA TIERRA SANTA FE , NM 87506

Email address:
conejo77@g.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RES-E- Residential Estate

Requested Zoning Classification
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Additional Comments
(No value)
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TOM WAYNER: I'm Tom Wayner. | liveat 7 Congjo Trail in Tierra Preciosa. And | want to
also thank the staff for their valiant efforts in working with the community and basically going
over many of the details of the map. | want to thank Robert Griego especially and his staff for all
that they’ ve done. They’ ve been tremendous in working with us and | appreciate them very
much. He has made some suggestions for changes to the parcels and he mentioned those today.

The parcels that | have comments about are comments on parcels #910004343,
#960001291, #960001293, and #54063744. Those are parcels that are in between Las Campanas
and Sundance Estates and they are next to the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision. | want to make two
points about those and request that those be zoned for residential rural. | think that’s the correct —
10 acres per dwelling unit. And the reason is because they are currently sandwiched in between
two areas that are 10 acres per dwelling unit. One of them appears not to be becauseit’s
currently at 2.5 acres per dwelling unit, but it’s only at that particular level because of the fact
that when the land was first acquired and subdivided it was 10 acres. Then by virtue of family
transfer in a very large family these became five-acre lots, and thankfully, the family transfer
things will be gone with the new SLDC. That’s really great.

Then a mistake was made and a builder was able to subdivide his five-acre lot into 2.5
acres which set the precedent for all the lots becoming 2.5 acres. So the areas that basically are
on either side of the subject four parcels are ten acres per dwelling unit, actually, and | think it's
reasonable to make them that as well. The water usage that is concomitant with the higher
density that’s been allowed — four times the amount — means that there' s a lot more usage than
you would normally expect. Thisareaisin the basin but it’ s right next to the basin fringe.
Having the higher densities is not reasonable.

The 1980 hydrologic survey recommends — and that’ s the most recent survey —
recommends ten acres per dwelling unit. Second, the terrain on the subject properties is very
steep and has a large arroyo with a large floodplain and the terrain is inappropriate for high
density development. So for those two reasons, that it’s already in aten-acre area actually, and
that’sit’s very undevel opable because of the terrain are reasons it should be at ten acres per
dwelling unit and not at a higher density. Thank you

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments Comment 38.A.



MR. WAYNER: Tom Wayner, 7 Conegjo Trail. I’ve been sworn in. I’d like to request simply that
| get an opportunity to show you the area on the overhead map that | spoke about before. The
map was not available when | spoke but I would like to bring that up now if I could. Could |
request that?

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: I think so. I think staff —

MR. WAYNER: This is an area that is east of Paseo de la Tierra and Campanas
Drive. Can you zoom in a little bit more at that corner? The brown-colored corner? Can you
show parcels? Okay. That’s good right there. The parcel that is at the top, along rectangle at the
top, is a parcel that is about 185 acres and it is — the proposed zoning is for the west half of it to
be ten acres per dwelling unit and the east half to be 2.5. Robert Griego in his package to you has
changed that right have to be five acres per dwelling unit in what I and neighbors that that
complete parcel be ten acres.

There is a notebook boundary, lot boundary between the yellow and the ten there on the
left-hand side is where the parcel is. Now you can see that there’ s aleft part of it, almost a square
that is at the ten acres per dwelling unit and then the right half is at 2.5. And Robert has, in his
package to you, recommended that that be five.

The area to the north of that is ten, the area to the west of that is ten, and the area that is
subdivided into the very small parcels is 2.5-acre parcels. It’ s the area that had been ten acres per
dwelling unit also but by virtues of family transfer and accidents got basically converted into 2.5.
So the areas that are under consideration is four parcels. We're requesting it be placed at 10 acres
per dwelling unit, and that’ s consistent with what’s on the left, the right, the north and south.
Thank you very much.
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WILLIAM ECKLUND: Good evening. My name is William Ecklund. I live in La Tierra at 48
Paseo de la Tierra. | live adjacent to a 400-acre collection of approximately four or five parcels.
We have objected previously in writing. You have our comments, my comments on that
proposed rezoning, largely to 2.5-acre residential estate zoning. And in the past week your
Planning Division has done a remarkable and professional job of coming part way to meet our
objections and has proposed some changes to the map accordingly.

We are still evaluating those proposals and we are pleased to see the response. We are
evaluating those at thistime. So I’m not going to address those in any more detail tonight. I'd
like to simply urge you to take it slow and not push this process, even though | know you’ ve
been working on this for years, | personally think an extension of a couple months may well be
in order. My main concern is protection of the aquifer. You may have read over the past
weekend that the Mennonite community in Mexico, north of Chihuahua is leaving Mexico.
They’ ve been there for over 100 years. They are leaving Mexico because they have depleted
their aquifer and have no more water for irrigation purposes. They are moving to South America.
Aquifers are being depleted all over the world, including in wealthy countries like Saudi Arabia
and also in the US.

Just over the mountains from here to the east, a few hundred miles, the Oglala aquifer
feeds drinking water to two million people and it has been depleted by nine percent already and
is going down close to a percent per year now. It underlies part of eight complete states, part of
eight states it underlies and it feeds drinking water to two million people, and it’s being drained.

Now, we have an aquifer under the Santa Fe Basin which is declining, presumably at
some unknown rate. We have well logging data. We now have monitoring wells. We have a
monitoring well built by the City as you know, out less than one mile from the area | am
speaking of, but it has only been in existence for a couple of years and the data is only available
for two years. In my opinion that’s woefully insufficient to do long-term predictions as to the
health of the aquifer.

So my point is that once you make this decision to increase the dwelling density in the
area overlying this basin and where well water is likely to be necessary, where groundwater is
likely to be used and necessary into the indefinite future, 1 would suggest you take this slow and
make sure that you have complied with the New Mexico Legislature which has directed all
counties to consider water availability in zoning decisions and issuing zoning regulations as you
well know.

As | understand that the intention is to evaluate hydrological data and water availability
before zoning decisions are made, not after. After zoning decisions are made | do know that your
SLDC contains fairly detailed provisions for evaluating the aquifer condition at a particular site
with atest well, flow tests, duration, and so on, but there' s no way that that test can evaluate the
long-term direction of the aquifer level. Only adequate hydrologic monitoring can do that.

And so the well test that every owner has to go through to get a well in this state are not
sufficient to rely upon. The well data reported by the drillers are of different quality, made by
different people and in one sense are anecdotal data that may or may not evaluate trends. So my
point is that the S in SLDC stands for Sustainable and that includes not only the environment we
know and feel but the water underneath us, the aquifer. We can’t alow decisions to be made that
will cause draining of the aquifer in the foreseeable future. Ideally, the level of the aquifer will
be sustained at a constant level. If that can’t be done perhaps along-term plan over 40 years or
90 years is appropriate but making a zoning decision in advance of even having any kind of
monitoring data is in my view premature and not very appropriate. So | thank you very much.
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Public Comment 39

ID| Property SIS || e Comment Summary| Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
Name | Name
39 1409205512 |Michael |Austin |[Requesting to change [This parcel contains about 21.5 acres and is located

39. Michael Austin 11.18.15

from Rural Fringe to
Rural Residential.
Please see attached
comment.

about three-quarters of a mile north of the Canada de Los
Alamos community. The parcels to the northwest, west,
and south of the property are about 160 acres, 50 acres,
and 20 acres in size, respectively. This area is in the
Mountain Hydrologic zone and more than half of the
parcel in question consists of slopes of 20 percent of

more. Recommendation: No Change




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 11:38:28 AM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance

Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

Hi! I would like you to please consider re-designation of my property (409205512, Austin) from RUR-F to RUR-R.
My neighborhood has 13 properties all but two which are designated RFR-R. The adjacent neighborhood (Quarts
Trail) is even designated RES-F. Also, to the west the Kirkpatrick Family has a number of large plots designated as
RUR-R. We also have good Hydrologic Integrity in our area. Please consider the fairness of this request! | am

happy to come meet or speak with the staff. Thank You!

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

409205512

Property Owner (First Name)
Michael

Property Owner (Last Name)
Austin

Physical Address of Property
109 Old Forest Trail

Email address:
3herenow@gmail.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RUR-F - Rural Fringe

Requested Zoning Classification
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Additional Comments
Thanks for your attention!
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Public Comment 40

First | Last : .
ID| Property Name | Name Comment Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
40910012001 |Nancy |Murata |Opposed to the See staff analysis in Comment # 29. Recommendation:

proposed zoning of Change the parcels that lie along the northern and
Residential Estate for \western boundaries of the “Residential Estate” zoning
the parcels adjacent to |district (a depth of about one-quarter mile) be changed
La Tierra. to “Residential Fringe” (1 du/5 acres).

40. Nancy Murata 11.18.15
40.A. Tom Wehner 11.24.15
40.B. Tom Wehner 11.24.15

40.C. Bill Eklund 11.24.15



From: Chrisann N. Romero

To: Jennifer LaBar

Cc: Kristine Mihelcic; Amy M. Rincon

Subject: RE: Santa Fe County Public Comment Form
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 5:06:23 PM

Yes. We will get Nancy's comment recorded into our database and respond to her inquiry.

Thank you,

Chrisann Romero

Administrative Assistant

Santa Fe County/Planning Division

102 Grant Avenue

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Phone: 505-995-2717

Fax: 505-820-1394

Email: cnromero@santafecountynm.gov

From: Jennifer LaBar

Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 4:57 PM

To: Chrisann N. Romero

Cc: Kristine Mihelcic

Subject: FW: Santa Fe County Public Comment Form

Chrisann,

Will you please record this and respond?
Thanks,

Jen

From: Nancy Silvia Murata [mailto:n@hancysilvia.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 4:36 PM

To: Kristine Mihelcic; Jennifer LaBar
Subject: Santa Fe County Public Comment Form

Web form results:

Nancy Silvia Murata

22 Vuelta Chamisa

Santa Fe, NM 87506
Email: n@hancysilvia.com
Phone: 505-820-2838

Comments:
Property Identification Parcel Number 910012001
Re: Ordinance to establish zoning, as it affects La Tierra property owners.

We are deeply opposed to the proposal of higher-density (2.5 acre lots) in areas adjacent to La Tierra, as the water
usage and road usage will be very negatively affected by more development here. Please give consideration to the

impact of Ordinance 2013-6.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments

Comment 40



TOM WAYNER: I'm Tom Wayner. | liveat 7 Congjo Trail in Tierra Preciosa. And | want to
also thank the staff for their valiant efforts in working with the community and basically going
over many of the details of the map. | want to thank Robert Griego especially and his staff for all
that they’ ve done. They’ ve been tremendous in working with us and | appreciate them very
much. He has made some suggestions for changes to the parcels and he mentioned those today.

The parcels that | have comments about are comments on parcels #910004343,
#960001291, #960001293, and #54063744. Those are parcels that are in between Las Campanas
and Sundance Estates and they are next to the Tierra Preciosa Subdivision. | want to make two
points about those and request that those be zoned for residential rural. | think that’s the correct —
10 acres per dwelling unit. And the reason is because they are currently sandwiched in between
two areas that are 10 acres per dwelling unit. One of them appears not to be becauseit’s
currently at 2.5 acres per dwelling unit, but it’s only at that particular level because of the fact
that when the land was first acquired and subdivided it was 10 acres. Then by virtue of family
transfer in a very large family these became five-acre lots, and thankfully, the family transfer
things will be gone with the new SLDC. That’s really great.

Then a mistake was made and a builder was able to subdivide his five-acre lot into 2.5
acres which set the precedent for all the lots becoming 2.5 acres. So the areas that basically are
on either side of the subject four parcels are ten acres per dwelling unit, actually, and | think it's
reasonable to make them that as well. The water usage that is concomitant with the higher
density that’s been allowed — four times the amount — means that there' s a lot more usage than
you would normally expect. Thisareaisin the basin but it’ s right next to the basin fringe.
Having the higher densities is not reasonable.

The 1980 hydrologic survey recommends — and that’ s the most recent survey —
recommends ten acres per dwelling unit. Second, the terrain on the subject properties is very
steep and has a large arroyo with a large floodplain and the terrain is inappropriate for high
density development. So for those two reasons, that it’s already in aten-acre area actually, and
that’sit’s very undevel opable because of the terrain are reasons it should be at ten acres per
dwelling unit and not at a higher density. Thank you
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MR. WAYNER: Tom Wayner, 7 Conegjo Trail. I’ve been sworn in. I’d like to request simply that
| get an opportunity to show you the area on the overhead map that | spoke about before. The
map was not available when | spoke but I would like to bring that up now if I could. Could |
request that?

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: I think so. I think staff —

MR. WAYNER: This is an area that is east of Paseo de la Tierra and Campanas
Drive. Can you zoom in a little bit more at that corner? The brown-colored corner? Can you
show parcels? Okay. That’s good right there. The parcel that is at the top, along rectangle at the
top, is a parcel that is about 185 acres and it is — the proposed zoning is for the west half of it to
be ten acres per dwelling unit and the east half to be 2.5. Robert Griego in his package to you has
changed that right have to be five acres per dwelling unit in what I and neighbors that that
complete parcel be ten acres.

There is a notebook boundary, lot boundary between the yellow and the ten there on the
left-hand side is where the parcel is. Now you can see that there’ s aleft part of it, almost a square
that is at the ten acres per dwelling unit and then the right half is at 2.5. And Robert has, in his
package to you, recommended that that be five.

The area to the north of that is ten, the area to the west of that is ten, and the area that is
subdivided into the very small parcels is 2.5-acre parcels. It’ s the area that had been ten acres per
dwelling unit also but by virtues of family transfer and accidents got basically converted into 2.5.
So the areas that are under consideration is four parcels. We're requesting it be placed at 10 acres
per dwelling unit, and that’ s consistent with what’s on the left, the right, the north and south.
Thank you very much.
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WILLIAM ECKLUND: Good evening. My name is William Ecklund. I live in La Tierra at 48
Paseo de la Tierra. | live adjacent to a 400-acre collection of approximately four or five parcels.
We have objected previously in writing. You have our comments, my comments on that
proposed rezoning, largely to 2.5-acre residential estate zoning. And in the past week your
Planning Division has done a remarkable and professional job of coming part way to meet our
objections and has proposed some changes to the map accordingly.

We are still evaluating those proposals and we are pleased to see the response. We are
evaluating those at thistime. So I’m not going to address those in any more detail tonight. I'd
like to simply urge you to take it slow and not push this process, even though | know you’ ve
been working on this for years, | personally think an extension of a couple months may well be
in order. My main concern is protection of the aquifer. You may have read over the past
weekend that the Mennonite community in Mexico, north of Chihuahua is leaving Mexico.
They’ ve been there for over 100 years. They are leaving Mexico because they have depleted
their aquifer and have no more water for irrigation purposes. They are moving to South America.
Aquifers are being depleted all over the world, including in wealthy countries like Saudi Arabia
and also in the US.

Just over the mountains from here to the east, a few hundred miles, the Oglala aquifer
feeds drinking water to two million people and it has been depleted by nine percent already and
is going down close to a percent per year now. It underlies part of eight complete states, part of
eight states it underlies and it feeds drinking water to two million people, and it’s being drained.

Now, we have an aquifer under the Santa Fe Basin which is declining, presumably at
some unknown rate. We have well logging data. We now have monitoring wells. We have a
monitoring well built by the City as you know, out less than one mile from the area | am
speaking of, but it has only been in existence for a couple of years and the data is only available
for two years. In my opinion that’s woefully insufficient to do long-term predictions as to the
health of the aquifer.

So my point is that once you make this decision to increase the dwelling density in the
area overlying this basin and where well water is likely to be necessary, where groundwater is
likely to be used and necessary into the indefinite future, 1 would suggest you take this slow and
make sure that you have complied with the New Mexico Legislature which has directed all
counties to consider water availability in zoning decisions and issuing zoning regulations as you
well know.

As | understand that the intention is to evaluate hydrological data and water availability
before zoning decisions are made, not after. After zoning decisions are made | do know that your
SLDC contains fairly detailed provisions for evaluating the aquifer condition at a particular site
with atest well, flow tests, duration, and so on, but there' s no way that that test can evaluate the
long-term direction of the aquifer level. Only adequate hydrologic monitoring can do that.

And so the well test that every owner has to go through to get a well in this state are not
sufficient to rely upon. The well data reported by the drillers are of different quality, made by
different people and in one sense are anecdotal data that may or may not evaluate trends. So my
point is that the S in SLDC stands for Sustainable and that includes not only the environment we
know and feel but the water underneath us, the aquifer. We can’t alow decisions to be made that
will cause draining of the aquifer in the foreseeable future. Ideally, the level of the aquifer will
be sustained at a constant level. If that can’t be done perhaps along-term plan over 40 years or
90 years is appropriate but making a zoning decision in advance of even having any kind of
monitoring data is in my view premature and not very appropriate. So | thank you very much.
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Public Comment 41

First | Last Summary Analysis and Staff
IDf Property Name| Name SR ST L) Regommesrzdation

411040067360 |Gary |Graham \Will existing lot owner who |Section 1.11.7. of the SLDC indicates that
have a lot smaller than the  |previously approved and platted land divisions,
proposed zoning district be  |subdivisions, and the lots created thereby, shall
granted waivers in order to  |be recognized as legally existing lots. Section
build houses on their lot? 14. 10.3. also recognizes non-conforming status
Requesting a change from  [and indicates the right to develop legal lots
Rural Residential to under the base zoning district in which parcel is
Residential Estate. located. Recommendation: No change.

41. Gary Graham 11.19.15



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 8:19:18 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance

SLDC Comment

Comment Type
General Area

Comments

The San Pedro Community falls within the RUR-R zone (Rural Residential) which appears to only permit houses to
be built on 10 acre lots. However, many of the lots in the San Pedro Community are less than 10 acres. Will the
existing lot owners who have less than 10 acres in the San Pedro Community be allowed a waiver in order to build

a house on their lot?

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

1040067360

Property Owner (First Name)
Gary

Property Owner (Last Name)
Graham

Physical Address of Property
0 AVENIDA DEL MONTE

Email address:
terroreyezz@hotmail.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Requested Zoning Classification
RES-E - Residential Estate

Additional Comments
(No value)
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Public Comment 42

ID|Property I\Il:;ﬁa NLaar;te ggmm:p; Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

42 199305099 |Steven |LeBlanc |Requestinga  [This is a 19.1-acre parcel that is located in a is a fairly remote
change from mountainous area, in the vicinity of Old Las Vegas Highway,
RUR-R to about 1 mile west of the Cananda de Los Alamos community.
RES-F. About two-thirds of the parcel consists of slopes in excess of

42. Steven LeBlanc 11.19.15

20 percent. The parcel is located in the Mountain hydrologic

zone. Recommendation: No Change




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Thursday, November 19, 2015 2:25:34 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments
(No value)

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
99305099

Property Owner (First Name)
Steven

Property Owner (Last Name)
LeBlanc

Physical Address of Property
18 Blanco Court

Email address:
scotthoeft@hotmail.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Requested Zoning Classification
RES-F - Residential Fringe

Additional Comments

The abutting parcels to the north, west and east are Residential Fringe.
with the abutting parcels to north, west and east (the parcel to the west is owned by the same owner).

request will be issued for 910002984.

Zoning Map 2015 Public Comments
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A similar
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Public Comment 43

First | Last Comment

12| TR Name| Name Summary

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

431910002984 [Ellen |LeBlanc |Requestinga [This is a 15.8-acre parcel that is located in a is a fairly remote
change from  |mountainous area, in the vicinity of Old Las Vegas Highway,
RUR-R to about 1 mile west of the Cananda de Los Alamos community.
RES-F. About eighty percent of the parcel consists of slopes in excess
of 20 percent. The parcel is located in the Mountain
hydrologic zone. Recommendation: No Change

43. Ellen LeBlanc 11.19.15



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Thursday, November 19, 2015 2:27:42 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments
(No value)

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
910002984

Property Owner (First Name)
Ellen

Property Owner (Last Name)
LeBlanc

Physical Address of Property
2 Blanco Court

Email address:
scotthoeft@hotmail.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Requested Zoning Classification
RES-F - Residential Fringe

Additional Comments

The abutting parcels to the north, west and east are Residential Fringe.

The subject parcel should be consistent

with the abutting parcels to north, west and east. The same request was made for parcel 99305099 (which is owned

by the same owner).
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Public Comment 44

First Last Comment

1) |TeRIEn) Name [Name| Summary

Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

44 199303229 [Shaggy Requestinga  [This is a 51.5-acre parcel that is located in a is a fairly remote
Peak One change from  |mountainous area, in the vicinity of Old Las Vegas Highway,
LLC RUR-F to about 1 mile west of the Cananda de Los Alamos community.

RUR-R. About thirty-five percent of the parcel consists of slopes in

excess of 20 percent. The parcel is located in the Mountain
hydrologic zone. Recommendation: No Change

44. Shaggy Peak 11.19.15



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Thursday, November 19, 2015 2:30:51 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments
(No value)

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
99303229

Property Owner (First Name)
Shaggy Peak One, LLC

Property Owner (Last Name)
(No value)

Physical Address of Property
40 Shaggy Peak Trail

Email address:
scotthoeft@hotmail.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RUR-F - Rural Fringe

Requested Zoning Classification
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Additional Comments

The parcel to the immediately south of the subject site is zoned Rural Residential (1du/10-acres). The same
density should hold for the subject site, which is 52-acres in size.
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Public Comment 45

First | Last Comment

ID| Property Name [Name| Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
45 238600758 |H. James |Requestinga  |This is a 5.3-acres parcel located on La Joya Road on the south
Ronald |Jr. change from  |side of Interstate 25 in Glorieta area about 2 miles west of the
RUR-F to RES- |San Miguel County line. These lots are in the Homestead
F. hydrologic zone and is in a high-significance habitat area and is

also located in the “High” to “Very High” hazard area in the
County’s Urban Wildland Interface Code. Recommendation:
No Change

45, H. Ronald James Jr. 11.23.15




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Sunday, November 22, 2015 8:51:24 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance

Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

This is a request to have the property referenced under the Parcel ID zoned so that the density is one dwelling per 5
acres. | purchased this property and moved my family here in February 1996, almost 20 years ago. When
purchasing this property, it was the plan to remove the existing mobile home and build my own permanent home.
Due to unforeseen family circumstances, we have not been able to build and are now at the point to build. With this
property zoned one dwelling per 40 acres, this is not possible at this time. By rezoning my property to RES-F, then
I can build the home my family has planned. We request that we be grandfathered in as one dwelling per 5 acres.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

238600758

Property Owner (First Name)
H. Ronald Jr

Property Owner (Last Name)
James

Physical Address of Property
182a La Joya Rd, Glorieta

Email address:
rj.mtnman@gmail.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RUR-F - Rural Fringe

Requested Zoning Classification
RES-F - Residential Fringe

Additional Comments
(No value)
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Public Comment 46

ID|Property I\Il:;ﬁa NLaar;te ggmm:p; Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
46 54122709 |Nancy [Padilla |[Requesting a This is a 0.7-acre parcel located in the Village of Agua Fria
and change from RUR- [Community Plan District. The property is currently a single-
Nino R to Commercial [family dwelling. The Land Use Map in the Agua Fria
General. Community Plan is the basis for the proposed SLDC Zoning
Map in this community. Recommendation: No Change

46. Nancy and Nino Padilla 11.23.15



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 3:41:23 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance

Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

My property is being zoned residential. On the other side of my fence is a business. Directly across the street are

more businesses. A short distance down the street is plants of the Southwest.

We will not be able to sell our property for residential when we are surrounded by commercial. We would like to be

zone commercial.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

54122709

Property Owner (First Name)
Nancy & Nino

Property Owner (Last Name)
Padilla

Physical Address of Property
3698 Lugar de Padilla, 87507

Email address:
ninoandnancy@gmail.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Requested Zoning Classification
CG - Commercial General

Additional Comments
(No value)
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Public Comment 47

First | Last Comment . .
ID|Property Name | Name Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
47 54122880|Celina [Paul |Requesting a This is a 5.9-acre parcel located in the Village of Agua Fria

change from RUR- [Community Plan District. The property is currently developed
R to Commercial [for a single-family dwelling. The Land Use Map in the Agua
General. Fria Community Plan is the basis for the proposed SLDC
Zoning Map in this community. Recommendation: No
Change

47. Celina Paul 11.23.15



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 3:55:07 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance

Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

| requwest my property to be zoned commercial not residential.

There are businesses surrounding this property. Stars and stripes across the street, a car repair garage and a car sales

business close by. More business down the street a short distance away.
I will need to sell this property at some point and | will not be able to sell it for residential purposes.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)

54122880

Property Owner (First Name)
Celina

Property Owner (Last Name)
Paul

Physical Address of Property
3680 Lugar de Padilla

Email address:
e mail can be directed to: ninoandnancy@gmail.com

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
RUR-R - Rural Residential

Requested Zoning Classification
CG - Commercial General

Additional Comments
(No value)
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Public Comment 48

First | Last Comment . .
ID| Property Name | Name | Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
48 238500974 |Joseph |Armijo Requestinga |This is a 3.2-acre parcel that lies immediately to the west of the
and change from  |proposed Traditional Community zoning district for the
Marie TC to RUR-F. |Glorieta community (the portion that lies along N.M. 50,

48. Joseph and Marie Armijol11.24.15

adjacent to the San Miguel County line). Staff understands that
this property owner is requesting a change to TC from RUR-F.
The boundary of the Traditional Community zoning district
has been established and have been aligned with parcel
boundaries, as much as possible, on the SLDC Zoning Map.
Staff does not recommend amending TC boundary.

Recommendation: No Change

48.A. Joseph and Marie Armijo 11.24.15




From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 6:50:08 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments
need to have property changed to Rural Fringe

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
238500974

Property Owner (First Name)
Joseph G and Marie L

Property Owner (Last Name)
Armijo

Physical Address of Property
St. Rd 50 #238

Email address:
marielarmijo@centurylink.net

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
TC - Traditional Community

Requested Zoning Classification
RUR-F - Rural Fringe

Additional Comments
(No value)
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From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 6:53:45 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments
need to have property changed to Rural Fringe

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
238500974

Property Owner (First Name)
Joseph G and Marie L

Property Owner (Last Name)
Armijo

Physical Address of Property
St. Rd 50 #238

Email address:
marielarmijo@centurylink.net

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
TC - Traditional Community

Requested Zoning Classification
RUR-F - Rural Fringe

Additional Comments
(No value)
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Public Comment 49

ID| Property I\Il:;ﬁa I\Il_;r;te Comment Summary| Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
491990003348  |Joseph [Karnes [Requesting two Staff has reviewed this area and has determined that
and parcels be changed  |the area does not currently have zoning and the Res-
990003350 from RES-E to Mixed [E designation for this property is reasonable.
Use. Recommendation: No Change

49. Joseph Karnes 11.24.15
49 A. Karl Sommer Letter 11.24.15
49.B. Frank Herdman 11.24.15

49.C. Karl Sommer 11.24.15




From: Robert Griego

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: FW: Santa Fe Center Zoning
Date: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 8:33:23 AM
Attachments: SKA Letter to BCC.pdf
image001.png

Please add to database.

Robert Griego, AICP
Planning Manager
Santa Fe County
102 Grant Avenue
Santa Fe, NM 87504
Phone: 986-6215

From: Penny Ellis-Green

Sent: Monday, November 23, 2015 5:00 PM

To: Robert Griego; Willie Brown; Vicki Lucero; Paul Olafson
Subject: Fw: Santa Fe Center Zoning

please add to database and give to BCC is zoning map related, | could not open from my
phone.

Penny

From: Joseph Karnes <joseph@sommer-assoc.com>
Sent: Friday, November 20, 2015 9:29 AM

To: Penny Ellis-Green; Penny Ellis-Green

Cc: Karl H. Sommer

Subject: Santa Fe Center Zoning

Dear Penny
Please see the attached letter and ensure that copies are provided to the BCC members.

Thank you,

Joseph Karnes
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Sommer Karnes & Associates, LLP
200 W. Marcy Street, Suite 133
Santa Fe, NM 87501

(505) 989-3800

The information contained in this message is PRIVILEGED and CONFIDENTIAL. If you are not the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that dissemination, distribution or copying of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you believe this message has been sent to you in error,
please notify the sender immediately and delete the message and any accompanying documents.
Thank you.
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FRANK HERDMAN: Mr. Chair, members of the Commission, as Mr. Sommer predicted, I’m
Frank Herdman and | represent the Tierra de Oro Homeowners Association. I’m here on behalf
of its 170 members in regards to the 330 acres of land that’s located northwest of the La Tierra
exit off of 599. This is one of the issues that Mr. Sommer addressed with you just moments ago.

Staff has done a commendable and comprehensive evaluation of the prior approvals to
which Mr. Sommer referred that were granted in 1986, specifically the master plan and the
special exception. Staff concluded years ago that those approvals expired and staff has re-
evaluated that issue again most recently and has concluded again that those approvals expired.
We have worked with staff as far as an evaluation of the code and the reasons why we concur
with staff as to the expiration of those approvals. The EZO states very clearly that master plans
were valid for five years. The same five-year sunset period for reasons that we’ve explained to
staff and cited provisions of the EZO, the same five-year sunset period applied to special use
permits as well. The land has remained vacant and undeveloped for the 29 years since those
approvals were granted. As a result, those approvals expired long ago.

Staff has confirmed also and probably more importantly that the land was rezoned as
residential in 2002 when the ordinance creating the Santa Fe Metro Highway Corridor was
adopted. That ordinance, by the way, was adopted as part of a several year planning process and
the code then was subsequently adopted in accordance with that plan. So the County has done a
comprehensive evaluation, not only as to the expiration of the prior approvals but the County
also did a comprehensive planning process that resulted in the rezoning of that property or the
zoning of that property as residential.

The new code requires that the existing zoning be carried forward. The existing zoning is
residential so it now appears appropriately as residential estate on the new proposed zoning map.
That’s what it should be. That’s what staff is recommending and we ask that that designation be
adopted as part of the new zoning map.

That being said I will agree with Mr. Sommer in commending and expressing my
gratitude to staff for the hard work that they have done in this entire process, both with respect to
the plan as well as the code and the map. Thank you.
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[Previously sworn, Karl Sommer testified as follows:]

KARL SOMMER: My name is Karl Sommer. My address is Post Office Box
2476, Santa Fe, New Mexico, 87504, and | have been sworn. I’m here to talk about three
separate issues and they are very distinct from one another. Earlier, a gentleman from the Sikh
community up in northern New Mexico asked you to take a good look at the map and to look at
their property. I think it’s critical that you do that as part of this adoption because the Sikh
community and that particular property has served a function in this county and Rio Arriba
County for decades. The Sikhs and their community have been instrumental in creating jobs,
creating a sense of community, sustainability, and the way the map is done right now does not
recognize the uses that they have had for many, many, many months. I urge you, urge you to
look at that. And | was talking with Mr. Griego, one of the uses that the community
neighborhood would fit that use that they have on their property right now perfectly. It doesn’t
disrupt anything. You’re not talking about huge changes in the neighborhood because they’ve
been there for over 30 years. | know that because I’ve represented them and I’ve worked with
them. So | urge you to take that into account.

The second thing I’d like to talk to you about, the area around 599, there are businesses in
what was | think a commercial business that your map doesn’t take into account. I don’t know if
your intention is to adopt this map but your map and your code working together say that in that
you map should reflect and shall incorporate development plan approvals, there are commercial
development plan approvals, there are construction businesses, there are landscaping businesses
and 1 ask you to look at that carefully and ask staff to make sure that the map incorporates the
changes there.

The last reason I’m here is to talk to you about the intersection of 599 and Camino La
Tierra. That is owned by a company, the principal of which is Lyle Anderson who’s been part of
this community for many, many, many years, and that property received a special exception in
1986 which today still exists and is still valid, and your original maps that the staff had done
recognized a mixed-use development there, primarily based on the special exception that was
obtained.

Controversy arose as a result of that designation and you will hear tonight I’m sure from
Mr. Herdman who is the attorney who represents the adjoining neighborhood or neighborhoods.
You all received a letter from us this week. I’m not going to read that letter into the record. It is
our position that that property and your map should recognize an existing, still valid special
exception. Basically, that special exception was granted and the owners of that property
dedicated land for the interchange. They entered into a development agreement. They dedicated
land for water that serves both the city and the county, and roadways.

And so they changed their position substantially in reliance on the approval and there is
nothing in the code that had an expiration for a special exception. | urge you to reconsider the
staff’s redesignation of this property to, I think it’s rural estates to mixed use as it should be
zoned under your code. You all received my letter and I’d like to give it to the recorder as part of
the record tonight. I’m not going to read it. | don’t know if you all had the opportunity this week
to read about it but it does have a very serious implication for the property owner and a very
serious implication for the County.

The last thing I’d like to say is that your staff has been exceptionally, exceptionally
available to members of the public including myself on just sort of a moment’s notice and very,
very responsive, very, very professional, and 1I’m sure that they’ve had to deal with a lot of
whining and a lot of complaining and a lot of urging and a lot of coaxing and they’ve weathered
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it very, very well, and | applaud their efforts and | applaud your all’s efforts in bringing this to
hopefully a conclusion in the very near future if not tonight. Thank you all very much.
COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: Thank you, Mr. Sommer.
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Public Comment 50

First Last Summary Analysis and Staff
IDIProperty Name Name SIS Recommendation
50 ‘ Paul Schweizer |In support of the zoning
map.

49. Paul Schweizer 11.25.15




From: Penny Ellis-Green

To: Robert Griego; Amy M. Rincon

Subject: Fwd: Support of Proposed SLDC Zoning Map & Related Issues
Date: Wednesday, November 25, 2015 12:40:57 PM

Importance: High

Please add to database.
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID

-------- Original message --------

Subject: Support of Proposed SLDC Zoning Map & Related Issues

From: Paul Anton Schweizer <paul.schweizer@sbcglobal.net>

To: Miguel Chavez <mchavez@santafecountynm.gov>

CC: Penny Ellis-Green <pengreen@santafecountynm.gov>,Tessa Jo Mascarenas
<tjmascarenas@santafecountynm.gov>

Dear Commissioner Chavez,

On behalf of me and my family, after fully reviewing the issues involved, | am writing to voice our
support for the proposed SLDC zoning map and related issues to be voted on by the Santa Fe

County Commissioners at the meeting scheduled for 5:00 p.m. on Tuesday, December 8.

If my in-person testimony at the December gth meeting would be beneficial, please let me know.

Sincerely,
Paul Schweizer

PauL ANTON ScHWEIZER

Susan, WiLL, ANprRew, AND LukEe

118 E. Sunrise Drive
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87506.8537

Hm 505-954-1944
Cell 214-686-6428

Email paul.schweizer@sbcglobal.net

Ao
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Public Comment 51

First | Last Comment . .
ID| Property Name | Name Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
511910004490(Sara  Jimenez |Requesting a This property is in the Pojoaque Community District. The

Conditional Home |surrounding properties are in the Traditional Community
Use Occupation for |base zoning district. The proposed use could be allowed as
a small scale a home occupation or a small commercial use is a

winery. conditional use the Pojoaque Community District.
Recommendation: No Change

Requesting change
from TC to MU.

51. Sara Jimenez 11.30.15



From: Santa Fe County

To: Amy M. Rincon
Subject: SLDC Public Comments Form Submission
Date: Monday, November 30, 2015 2:53:14 PM

Comment on SLDC Comment, Zoning Map or Fee Ordinance
Zoning Map Comment

Comment Type
Specific Parcel

Comments

Requesting approval for Conditional Home Use Occupation to allow for the operation of a small scale winery.

Parcel ID (You can find the parcel ID on the letter you received)
910004490

Property Owner (First Name)
Sara

Property Owner (Last Name)
Jimenez

Physical Address of Property
79A Feather Road

Email address:
smontano@Ilanl.gov

Zoning Classification on Adoption Draft Zoning Map
TC - Traditional Community

Requested Zoning Classification
MU - Mixed Use

Additional Comments
(No value)
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Public Comment 53

The proposed TC
zoning does not fit
with the existing
development pattern.

Requesting a change.

53. Amrit Khalsa 11.24.15

53.A. Karl Sommer 11.24.15

ID| Property ﬁ:ﬁ I\Il_;;te Comment Summary Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
53 |Sihk Amrit |[Khalsa [Public Comment at  [Staff analyzed the area and met with a representative of the Sikh
Community BCCon 11.24.15.  |community to determine what the existing and proposed uses are

on the parcels owned by the Sikh organization in Sombrillo. Staff
determined that parcels proposed for “Traditional Community”
zoning, are currently being used for agriculture, residences,
religious uses, retreat facilities, or small business uses (2,500
square feet or less), and all of these uses are either permitted or
conditional uses in the “Traditional Community” zoning district.
There are two parcels that consist of 1.3 acres and 2.7 that
currently have commercial or non-residential uses and are located
on major roads (Sombrillo Road, State Road 106) located on the
periphery of the Sombrillo community. Due to the existing uses of
these two parcels, their location on major roads, and the fact that
commercial zoning would not create a significant intrusion into the
Sombrillo community, it is recommended that these parcels be
placed in the “Commercial Neighborhood” zoning district.
Recommendation: Change parcels 18491828 and 910020840
along Sombrillo road (occupying 1.3 and 2.7 acres, respectively),

from “Traditional Community” to “Commercial Neighborhood”.




AMRIT KHALSA : Honored Commissioners, my name is Amrit Khalsa and | live at 21 Lumbre
del Sol in Sombrillo, Espanola. I'm here to represent the Sikh community. | recall seeing the
map back in March and there was a different designation for much of our properties. It's all
owned by a non-profit entity and it hasn’t been really how it’ s listed now is as a traditional
community. It hasn't been that for 45 years. There hasn’t been a single family owning there and
dwelling there for that long. I1t's community buildings, it’s business buildings, it’ s the center of
our community, and | need to have that changed to something.

I know the chunk of land that we just purchased from the Espanola School Board, 30
acres, is designated as public institutional and I’m not sure which designation we need here but
the traditional community with % of an acre with a single dwelling just has no basis for us. We
have state of the art septic system. We'reinstalling solar in the whole property. Sustainability is
a very important thing. The work that the staff has done in herculean. The detail on this project is
just amazing. And it’ s been 25 years in the making. | don’t know if people here know that,
because we haven't really had a building code in Santa Fe since the eighties and thisisa
monumental task. | really applaud their work but I need to sit down with somebody and we need
to come up with a designation that works for our community. Thank you very much
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[Previously sworn, Karl Sommer testified as follows:]

KARL SOMMER: My name is Karl Sommer. My address is Post Office Box
2476, Santa Fe, New Mexico, 87504, and | have been sworn. I’m here to talk about three
separate issues and they are very distinct from one another. Earlier, a gentleman from the Sikh
community up in northern New Mexico asked you to take a good look at the map and to look at
their property. I think it’s critical that you do that as part of this adoption because the Sikh
community and that particular property has served a function in this county and Rio Arriba
County for decades. The Sikhs and their community have been instrumental in creating jobs,
creating a sense of community, sustainability, and the way the map is done right now does not
recognize the uses that they have had for many, many, many months. | urge you, urge you to
look at that. And | was talking with Mr. Griego, one of the uses that the community
neighborhood would fit that use that they have on their property right now perfectly. It doesn’t
disrupt anything. You’re not talking about huge changes in the neighborhood because they’ve
been there for over 30 years. | know that because I’ve represented them and I’ve worked with
them. So | urge you to take that into account.

The second thing I’d like to talk to you about, the area around 599, there are businesses in
what was | think a commercial business that your map doesn’t take into account. I don’t know if
your intention is to adopt this map but your map and your code working together say that in that
you map should reflect and shall incorporate development plan approvals, there are commercial
development plan approvals, there are construction businesses, there are landscaping businesses
and 1 ask you to look at that carefully and ask staff to make sure that the map incorporates the
changes there.

The last reason I’m here is to talk to you about the intersection of 599 and Camino La
Tierra. That is owned by a company, the principal of which is Lyle Anderson who’s been part of
this community for many, many, many years, and that property received a special exception in
1986 which today still exists and is still valid, and your original maps that the staff had done
recognized a mixed-use development there, primarily based on the special exception that was
obtained.

Controversy arose as a result of that designation and you will hear tonight I’m sure from
Mr. Herdman who is the attorney who represents the adjoining neighborhood or neighborhoods.
You all received a letter from us this week. I’m not going to read that letter into the record. It is
our position that that property and your map should recognize an existing, still valid special
exception. Basically, that special exception was granted and the owners of that property
dedicated land for the interchange. They entered into a development agreement. They dedicated
land for water that serves both the city and the county, and roadways.

And so they changed their position substantially in reliance on the approval and there is
nothing in the code that had an expiration for a special exception. | urge you to reconsider the
staff’s redesignation of this property to, I think it’s rural estates to mixed use as it should be
zoned under your code. You all received my letter and I’d like to give it to the recorder as part of
the record tonight. I’m not going to read it. | don’t know if you all had the opportunity this week
to read about it but it does have a very serious implication for the property owner and a very
serious implication for the County.

The last thing I’d like to say is that your staff has been exceptionally, exceptionally
available to members of the public including myself on just sort of a moment’s notice and very,
very responsive, very, very professional, and 1I’m sure that they’ve had to deal with a lot of
whining and a lot of complaining and a lot of urging and a lot of coaxing and they’ve weathered
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it very, very well, and | applaud their efforts and | applaud your all’s efforts in bringing this to
hopefully a conclusion in the very near future if not tonight. Thank you all very much.
COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: Thank you, Mr. Sommer.
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Public Comment 55

ID|Property I\Il:;ﬁa NLaar?]te ggrrnnrr:::]; Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
55 |Golden  |Michael |Galaviz [Public his is a 1-acre parcel located along the west side of N.M. 14, at
Area Commentat  [the northern end of the Golden Traditional Community. The
BCCon parcel is currently occupied by a small retail establishment,
11.24.15. with about 2,500 square feet of commercial floor area. Small
commercial uses of up to 2,500 square feet are allowed as
Wish to conditional uses in the "Traditional Community” zoning
maintain district. Existing uses would be allowed. Generally, where
commercial small isolated commercial uses (of 2,500 square feet or less)
zoning. are located in an area that is generally shown as “Traditional

55. Michael Galaviz 11.24.15

Community” on the proposed zoning map, these parcels have
also been recommended to be zoned “Traditional Community”,
rather than creating a small isolated commercial zoning district.
Doing so avoids the possibility of allowing isolated
commercial uses that are of a scale and intensity that would be
incompatible with the existing or future residential uses in the
surrounding “Traditional Community” area.

Recommendation: No Change




MICHAEL GALAVIZ: I'm Michael Galaviz from 1719A State Highway 14 North, Township of
Golden, New Mexico. Also | came on behalf of my parents, David and Beatriz at 1759 State
Highway 14 North. It's my understanding that the whole township of Golden was to be rezoned
100 percent residential. They went to great length to also acquire a commercial zoning and they
wish to retain that. Thank you.

CHAIR ANAYA: Thank you.
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Public Comment 56

ID|Property I\'T;ﬁlte NLaar;te ggmm:p; Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
56 |Sunlit  |Dwight |Nibbelink [Public [see map for comment i.d. #30] This subdivision consists of
Hills Commentat (15 lots located along Camino Nevoso, in the vicinity of Old
BCC Las Vegas Highway and Two Trails Road. This area is
onll.24.15. |already subdivided for predominantly 5-acre lots, and is
served by the Sunlit Hills water system. The “Residential
Questions Estate” zoning proposed by the draft SLDC zoning map on
about changes [the east side of Old Las Vegas Highway largely follows from
to the area. the boundary of the Sunlit Hills water system in this area.

56. Dwight Nibbelink 11.24.15

56.A. Dwight Nibbelink 11.24.15

Much of this area has been subdivided into lots in the 2.5-acre
range, although there are small subdivisions that contain
predominantly 5-acre lots. Similar comments were received
from property owners in the First Village/Second Village
subdivision along Village Lane (which lies about 2,000 feet to
the north of Camino Nevoso), during the review of the
3/21/14 draft of the SLDC zoning map. Recommendation:
Change to “Residential Fringe” zoning, but retain the
“Residential Estate” category on SGMP Future Land Use

Map.




DWIGHT NIBBELINK: Good evening. Dwight Nibbelink, 20 Village Lane, Santa Fe. |
represent the First and Second Village Association. My question is when the gentleman was
talking about the different designation of the Sunlit Hills area. I’d like to see a map that shows
what that is, because | don’'t understand what the change is and if it affects the area that we live
inorif it doesn't affect that. So I'd like to see that change please.

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: Is there a way that we can put that up on the
screen, Robert? Do you think? We can move that if you want to.

MR. NIBBELINK: So could you point out what the area that is changed please?
So thisis our area here, so that’ s requested to change that to the five-acre? Is that correct?

MR. GRIEGO: Yes.

MR. NIBBELINK: All right. That’s great. Thank you. Thank you very much.
That answers my question.

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: Let’s |leave the screen available in case we want to
have any other documents. I think it would be more important to have this kind of information
than the timer. | think that we' re doing good on time. So let’s see if we can have that available.
Next speaker.
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MR. NIBBELINK: Thank you very much. Basically, | have a question in regards to taking
properties that say, we’re originally at five acres or ten acres and then they are in a new zoning
area where they can come down to 2.5 acres or five acres, so to speak. When someone is
applying to do a lot split, and they are in a area that needs to have a well drilled. Are there
regulations that come into effect that need to be answered first before they can do a lot split?
That’s — I don’t know if that’s in the County Commission’s jurisdiction or what are the
regulations in that area?

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: Well, I think my observation is that there could be
different scenarios applied to that question but | would give staff a minute or two to respond but |
don’t know that we’re going to be able to respond to each and every question or concern tonight.
But let staff see if they can address your question and then we’ll move on.

MR. NIBBELINK: Thanks so much. I appreciate that.

MS. ELLIS-GREEN: Mr. Chair, Commissioners, we have subdivisions under the
Land Development Code and we have exemptions from subdivisions, the 13 exemptions. If you
are doing a subdivision or more than five lots you will have to do a geohydro study but there’s
also sections in our design standards, depending where the property is located that may or may
not require them to hook up to both a community water system and a community sewer system.
It can be dependent on where they’re located, which SDA area they’re located in and the size of
the lots and the number of lots being done.

There’s also design standards for anyone dividing land or subdividing land for fire
protection and road design. So there are multiple design standards in the SLDC for anyone
dividing land.

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: That’s the short answer. I’m sure there’s a longer
one, but we’ll work through it. Mr. Sommer, go ahead.
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Public Comment 59

First Last . .
ID| Property Name | Name Comment Summary | Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation
59 [Turquoise [Trevor [Burroughs [Public Comment at BCC |[see map for comment i.d. #25) The area along
Trail on 11.24.15. N.M. 14 is located in SDA-1, which the SGMP

Concerned that the entire
zoning concept is
inappropriate and the
westside of Hwy 14
should have a rural
focused development.

59. Trevor Burroughs 11.24.15

identifies as the County’s “primary growth areas”,
and is in the County’s utility service. Central water
is already available to the site from the County
system, and provision of central sewer would be
feasible in the general planning timeframe for
SDA-1 (20 years). N.M. 14 is part of the Turquoise
Trail National Scenic Byway, so visual impacts to
this highway would be a significant concern;
however, a 1,000-foot buffer would be required
between any commercial or industrial use on the
site and N.M. 14 (this buffer would be 500 feet for
residential development). In the “Mixed-Use”
zoning district, a 1,000-foot buffer would be
required adjacent to the San Marcos Community,
and projects would first be required to go through a
conceptual plan review. These requirements would
alleviate much of the concern regarding
compatibility with residential uses in San Marcos.
A 1,000-foot buffer would be required between any
commercial uses and N.M. 14, and a 500-foot
buffer would be required for residential uses.
Commercial uses would be limited to 15% of the
project without TDRs, and would be limited to
50% of the project if TDRs are used.

Recommendation: No Change.




TREVOR BURROWES: My name is Trevor Burrowes, 2836 State Highway 14. | feel like the
man on PBS yesterday who was — he was talking to somebody who wanted war in Syria and had
all the good reasons. And this man was saying you need to prop up Assad government, is the
only way you'’re going to have to stop the hemorrhage or refugees, to stop some of the worst
aspects of what’s going on there now, even though you may not really like Assad.

So I’'m sorry to bring up this very irrelevant thing, but | feel like that man because
nobody was taking him seriously. Forget about it. So here | am. | listen to people talk very
intelligently. | can’t say enough about how well they understand the process. | don’t understand
it, but really, the reason | don’'t eventry is because | don’t believe init and | think it is extremely
misguided. It'sall numbers. It'sall left brain. It sall assuming the kind of development that we
see everywhere. A more intelligent version of business as usual. | think that’sfatal. | know
nobody will listen to me. | know it’ s ridiculous sounding, but | think it's fatal what is being done
here.

| would — let me just give one good example. As regarding the Turquoise Trail, the whole
thing of 1,000 feet setback, it’s fine. Better than nothing. But really there shouldn’t be any
business as usual development on the Turquoise Trail. The way it looks now is pretty good and |
can suggest one advantage which would be taking a transfer of development from maybe the
more pristine western side over to the less pristine eastern side, but the buildings that you would
do would not be business as usual, would not be the typical market development but rather rural
development that encourages people who work with their hands, who get their hands dirty, who
produce food. Greenhouses, there would be places to dry produce, resourcefulness.

Everything that’s being suggested in market driven. Suppose the market crashes. Do you
think — | don’'t happen to believe it sreally on stable footing. And | think this process really
needs to kind of —it’s amost finished, but if you could leave some room for coming back and
thinking this through at some future date. Now, | may be just talking in the air, but at least thank
you very much for listening and giving me a chance to say my say. Thank you.

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: Well, sir, for my part, | would let you know that
I’m hoping thisis aworking document and that once thisis approved we do not forget this
discussion and try to improve in whatever ways we can. So | think that your concept about
market driven is something to be aware of. The idea that this would be etched in stone I think is
not reality because it’s going to have to be continually updated and maintained. So hold on to
those thoughts. I know that staff and others have approached this as a working document. Go
ahead, sir.
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Public Comment 60

ID|Property I\Il:;ﬁa I\Il_;r;te ggmm:p; Summary Analysis and Staff Recommendation

60 Kevin |Graham [Public [see map for comment I.d. #41]The "Rural Residential" district
Comment at |within the San Pedro Neighborhood Community Overlay Zoning
BCC on District contains several subdivided areas that consist primarily of
11.24.15. lots in the 5-acre range and even some small subdivisions

Questions on
lot sizes.

60. Kevin Graham 11.24.15

consisting of 1-acre lots. These existing lot sizes were considered
by the San Pedro Planning Committee in formulating the San
Pedro Neighborhood Community Plan and Community Overlay
Zoning District. The decision was made to create a single "Rural
Residential” district in the higher-density areas of San Pedro,
based on the overall predominate lot size of 10 acres, and due to
concerns related to preserving community character, terrain
constraints, visual quality, and groundwater constraints (the area
is located in the "Homestead™ hydrologic zone, which can only
support densities of about 1 du/40 acres). Existing lots that are
under 10 acres would be "grandfathered™ and can be developed
without requiring a variance or other exception.




KEVIN GRAHAM: Hi. My name is Kevin Graham. My residence is 42 Stanford in Edgewood,
New Mexico, and I’ ve been sworn in. I’ m here representing my parents-owned property in the
San Pedro community. They’ ve owned that property since the 1970s. There's numerous lotsin
that community that are less than ten acres and with the proposed zoning change you'd have to
have ten acresto build a dwelling, and they’ re requesting that they would still have the ability on
an existing lot to build a dwelling on a lot smaller than ten acres, that they’ ve had since the
1970s.

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: Okay, it looks like staff would like to respond to
your comment, sir. So give us a minute.

PENNY ELLIS-GREEN (Growth Management Director): Mr. Chair,
Commissioners, | do want to clarify that the code allows someone to build a house on a lot even
if you don’t have the required acreage in your zoning district. So if you're in aten-acre
minimum, and you have eight acres, you can still do anything that’s allowed in the ten-acre
zoning district including building a house.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: Mr. Chair.

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: Commissioner Stefanics.

COMMISSIONER STEFANICS: So, Penny, would you please reiterate the
concept of who is grandfathered in in terms of their existing properties, so that people listening
on the radio and people here tonight are clear on what remains versus what gets changed.

MS. ELLIS-GREEN: Mr. Chair, Commissioners, if you have a platted lot and it is
a legal lot of record, means a plat created that lot or it was created before the code — before 1981
by a deed, then you can still build your house on there. So it is still considered a legal non-
conforming lot, that it is legal because it was previously created. You can still do everything that
is allowed in that zoning district.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Mr. Chair.

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: Commissioner Holian.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Also, Penny, is it true that if that lot is sold, the
new owner can also build on that lot?

MS. ELLIS-GREEN: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Holian, that is correct. So if you
only had eight acres in a ten-acre zoning district you would not be able to divide your lot but you
could build a house. The SLDC also actually allows an accessory dwelling unit. It allows
accessory structures. Different zoning districts allow different non-residential uses and well.

COMMISSIONER HOLIAN: Thank you, Penny.

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: So, sir, maybe you could get with staff for more
clarification on that but | think you' re going to be okay.

MR. GRAHAM: It doesn’'t matter what the lot size is then?

COMMISSIONER CHAVEZ: No.

MR. GRAHAM: Thank you.
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