MINUTES OF THE

SANTA FE COUNTY

PLANNING COMMISSION

Santa Fe, New Mexico
November 21, 2019

I This meeting of the Santa Fe County Planning Commission called to order by
Chair Charlie Gonzales on the above-cited date at approximately 4:00 p.m. at the Santa
Fe County Administration Complex Conference Room, 100 Catron Street, Santa Fe, New
Mexico.

IL. & III. Roll call preceded the Pledge of Allegiance and indicated the presence of a
quorum as follows:

Members Present: Member(s) Excused:
Charlie Gonzales, Chair Susan Martin

Frank Katz, Vice Chair

J. J. Gonzales

Leroy Lopez

Fred Raznick

Steve Shepherd

Staff Present:

Vicki Lucero, Building & Services Manager

Paul Kavanaugh, Building & Services Supervisor
Nathan Manzanares, Development Review Specialist
Rick Word, Assistant County Attorney

Jaome Blay, Fire Marshal

IV. Approval of Agenda

Building & Services Manager Vicki Lucero noted that there were no changes to
the agenda. Member Katz moved approval and Member Raznick seconded. The motion
carried by unanimous [6-0] voice vote.
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V. Approval of Minutes: October 17,2019

Member Raznick recommended a correction to page 19, which should read, “You
made a comment about X number...” With that change he moved approval. Member
Katz seconded and the motion carried without opposition with Member Shepherd
abstaining.

VI. NEW BUSINESS

A. CASE # 19-5240 Dollar General Store Appeal. Edgar Catanach,
Appellant, request an appeal of the Santa Fe County Land Use
Administrator’s decision to approve Development Permit 19-
541(Dollar General Store in Eldorado NM). The site is within the U.S.
285 South Highway Corridor District Overlay located at S Camino
Valle within Section 9, Township 16 North, Range 9 East, SDA-2
(Commission District 5) [Exhibit 1: Petitions in Opposition; Exhibit
2:Teresa Seamster Comments, Exhibit 3:0pposition Packet; Exhibit 4:
Thomas Seamster Comments; Exhibit 5: Malcolm and Megan McFarlane
Comments, Exhibit 6: Wiseman Traffic Accident Photo, Exhibit 7:
Newspaper Article Reprint]

CHAIR GONZALES: I just want to set some rules here first of all. I'm
going to go for three minutes to speak, and there’s no giving your time to somebody else;
it’s each individual for their own time. With that said, Mr. Manzanares, please present
your case.

NATHAN MANZANARES (Case Manager): Thank you, Mr. Chair. On
July 29, 2019 Pedigo Construction LLC, Applicant, Joseph Karnes, Agent, submitted a
proposed Site Development Plan/Development Permit application, Permit #19-541,
requesting to construct a 9,100 square foot retail store, Dollar General Store, on a 2.53-
acre site. The site is within the Cimarron Village Planned Development District. The
amended Cimarron Village Master Plan designated this lot as part of Phase 1, and
classified the lot as a commercial lot, listing retail sales and services up to 50,000 square

feet as a Permitted Use. Therefore, this application was reviewed administratively and did

not require a public hearing for approval.

On October 18, 2019, the Land Use Administrator approved Development Permit
application 19-541 with conditions, based on the application meeting all applicable
standards of the Sustainable Land Development Code and being in compliance with the
applicable state, fire, utility and transportation regulations as per approved Development
Order dated October 18, 2019, Exhibit 4 in your packet.

On October 25, 2019, Mr. Edgar Catanach submitted an appeal requesting that the
Land Use Administrator’s decision to approve Development Permit 19-541 be reversed.

Chapter 4.5.2, states, “An aggravated person with standing may appeal the
decision of the Land Use Administrator to approve, deny or approve with conditions an
application to the Planning Commission within five days of a decision being made.”

MEMBER RAZNICK: I think you said aggravated and the word is
aggrieved.
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MR. MANZANARES: Aggrieved. Apologize. The Application being
appealed was reviewed for compliance with the applicable standards as set forth in the
SLDC as follows: Chapter 4.5.2, Appeals of an Administrative Decision of the
Administrator; Chapter 7, Sustainable Design Standards, standards which included
access, fire protection, landscape and buffering, setbacks, lighting, parking, utilities,
terrain management, and traffic impact analysis; Chapter 8, Planned Development Zoning
Districts; and Chapter 9.10, which regulates the US 285 South Highway Corridor design
standards.

Staff has determined that Development Permit 19-541 meets all applicable
requirements and design standards set forth in the SLDC and complies with the
previously approved Master Plan. The area has the right to be developed in accordance
with the previously approvals granted by the BCC per Chapter 8.10.10.2. of the SLDC.
State and other County review agencies have reviewed the project in detail for
compliance of applicable State, Fire, Utility and Transportation regulations and support
the approval of the application. The Appellant has not provided any information that
states that the application does not comply with the SLDC, therefore, there is no grounds
to justify a reversal of the Land Use Administrator’s decision to approve Development
Permit 19-541.

In conclusion, Staff recommends that the Planning Commission uphold the Santa
Fe County Land Use Administrator’s decision to approve Development Permit 19-541
subject to the approval conditions referenced in Development Order received for
Development Permit 19-541,-Exhibit 4. Mr. Chair, I now stand for any questions.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you, Nathan. Does the Commission have
any questions of Nathan or staff? ‘ '

MEMBER RAZNICK: Yes, I do.

CHAIR GONZALES: Mr. Raznick.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Discussion about having any sort of an
informational hearing or presentation to the 285 community. I ask that because I've
become aware that there is a petition that has been presented to the County and I don’t
know if the newest numbers have been presented but supposedly some 600-800 people
have signed a petition and I’'m wondering why there was no attempt to communicate with
the Corridor concerning this application, versus having this all happening tonight based
on notices on the highway. ‘ '

MR. MANZANARES: Mr. Chair, Member Raznick, the applicant did do a
pre-application meeting with staff and also a Technical Advisory Committee meeting
with staff prior to submittal. At the Technical Advisory Committee meeting it was
determined that the project was below the threshold that required having a community
meeting. And through previous approvals of the master plan, the use was a permitted use
and could be done administratively. '

CHAIR GONZALES: Anything else?

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: I had a question.

CHAIR GONZALES: 1.J.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: I read that this commercial lot was approved
in like 2007 or 2008. And it mentioned that people at the time could have had comments
on that approval of that commercial lot, but I think many of these people were not aware
of what was going on in 2008 or 2009. And all of a sudden in 2019 this kind of appears.
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And I wonder, how could this lie dormant for ten years and then all of a sudden come
back to life. I thought maybe these approvals would be granted like five years, a master
plan approval granted five years and then they had to periodically be applied to keep their
approvals in place. T had that question. I wonder if these people were aware, any of these
people were aware of things like that. It seems that it caught them by surprise.

MR. MANZANARES: Mr. Chair, Member Gonzales, development did
take place within the Cimarron Village within the five-year time period so the master
plan was still valid. As far as it not being developed for a number of times, it could have
been a number of factors, economic factors, things like that. But it was done through a
master plan process and therefore was turned into a PD when the SLDC was adopted in
2016, saving those master plan approvals and thus making it a permitted use and an
administrative application in 2019.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: And then this area, the Cimarron Village, is
there only one commercial lot that we talk about today? Is that the only commercial lot or
are there other commercial lots along the highway?

MR. MANZANARES: Mr. Chair, Member Gonzales, if you look at
Exhibit 3, that is the approved master plan for the Cimarron Village, there is other mixed-
use phases and commercial lots designated in this area. Phase 1 is going to be the first
commercial lot which the Dollar General is going on. There’s also commercial
development proposed on Phase 2, Phase 3, Phase 4, and potentially Phase 6.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: Oh, I see. That’s all I have. Thank you.

CHAIR GONZALES: Frank. . ‘

MEMBER KATZ: Yes, so this, what we’re looking at, it’s what is the
master plan. Is that correct?

v MR. MANZANARES: Mr. Chair, Member Katz, we’re looking at the
approved amended master plan for Cimarron Village that is now used to regulate the PD
known as Cimarron Village PD. If you look to the right-hand corner it has the use list for
each area and each phase. Retail sales and services up to 50,000 square feet is highlighted
and so is Phase 1, which is highlighted. These uses are permitted within that
development.

MEMBER KATZ: Right. What has been built in this development?

VICKI LUCEROQ: Mr. Chair, Member Katz, the three lots adjacent to this
commercial lot, those are resident lots and I believe that there are at least one or two
residences out there now. There is also a gas station and convenience store that’s on this,
within this master planned area.

- MEMBER KATZ: That has been built.

MS. LUCERO: That’s been built. It’s been in existence for several years.

MEMBER KATZ: Can you run us through — if nothing had been done
when would the master plan have expired?

MS. LUCERO: So they came I for the amended master plan —

MEMBER KATZ: It’s just a matter of code I think and I don’t know what
the code says. You get it a master plan — it does expire at some point, doesn’t it?

MS. LUCERO: It expires after five years but every time — this is under the
old code. '

MEMBER KATZ: Yes.
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MS. LUCERO: Every time you would come in for a phase of the
development, a development plan, then it would automatically extend the master plan for
an additional two-year period. And so in addition to the gas station and convenience store
that’s there, there’s also storage units that have been built within that development as
well.

MEMBER KATZ: So those have all extended the master plan.

MS. LUCERO: Yes.

MEMBER KATZ: Thank you. That’s very helpful. I appreciate that.
Thank you.

CHAIR GONZALES: I have a question too. Is staff aware of any other
projects that are in the same situation, throughout the county? Is there a few of them in
the same situation?

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, do you mean that are designated planned
development districts at this point?

CHAIR GONZALES: Yes.

MS. LUCERO: That haven’t been developed? Let me go back and look.

CHAIR GONZALES: Just more or less. Just curious.

MR. MANZANARES: Mr. Chair, I think there’s approximately 16 to 17
planned development districts within the county. Each goes off of their approved master
plan and approved use list. Some are within community districts but they are still
regulated by their previous approvals through their master plan.

CHAIR GONZALES: Okay. Thank you.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Mr. Chair.

CHAIR GONZALES: Yes.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Just a point of clarification. This master plan that
borders 285 on the east side of the road, stretches for approximately one mile. The gas
station was put in over a decade ago and the storage units were previously a hardware
store before that. A pizza shop was put in maybe five years ago. So this is covers quite a
bit of an area. If you go better known on the west side of 285, Avenida Amistad, which is
the first traffic signal, all the way to Avenida Eldorado, which is the second traffic signal.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you.

MEMBER KATZ: One other question. When did staff become aware that
there was considerable concern in the community? We’ve seen the number of petitions
signed, etc. When did staff become aware that there was this community concern?

MR. MANZANARES: Mr. Chair, Member Katz, there were two postings
that were done for this project. It’s a requirement of the SLDC for non-residential
development. Upon the first posting, that was done on September 6, 2019. There were
some concerns from the public that the posting was not sufficient. Therefore the applicant
did a second posting on September 24, 2019 which totaled 33 days of public notice for
the development. At that point staff was contacted and members of the public came in to
request to view the file.

MEMBER KATZ: Thank you.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you, Frank. Any other questions?

MEMBER RAZNICK: Just a point, Mr. Chair, just a point of clarification.
The posting was on Highway 285 where the traffic limit is about 55 miles an hour, 50
miles an hour. It was attached to one of the highway signs. It was up, then it was down,
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and then reposted. So it took quite a bit of time, I think, for the public to understand that
something was going on. It was typical on a slow-driving road. In fact there have been
several accidents on Highway 285, fatal accidents and so, yes, the posting was there, I
saw it, it was down, it was reposted. But I guess, under the County regs, it met the
requirements.

MR. MANZANARES: Mr. Chair, Member Raznick, if you go to Exhibit
8, there was also a public notice that was done on the front of the property off of Camino
Valle that was done during the initial and second posting. So there was a total of two
boards, not just the one. There was one off of 285 and one off of Camino Valle as well.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Was the posting facing 285 or was that posting
facing the homes that are on Camino Valle?

MR. MANZANARES: It was facing Camino Valle.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Camino Valle is opposite Avenida Amistad.

CHAIR GONZALES: Okay. Are there any other questions? Okay, is the
appellant present?

EDGAR CATANACH: Yes.

CHAIR GONZALES: Are you going to make us a presentation? Please
come forward.

[Duly sworn, Edgar Catanach testified as follows:]

MR. CATANACH: Edgar Catanach. Well, first I want to thank you guys
for the work you guys do for the County. Yes, my wife and I are the ones who filed the
appeal in regards to the Dollar General for a lot of reasons. We submitted a letter with our
appeal. Hopefully some of you guys got a chance to review it. We also submitted 450
signatures on a petition and I brought in 800 today, right now as well to submit to the
County, to you guys for the file for the record. One for Nathan. I’ve got the original ones
right here and you can pass them out as well.

Now, we filed our appeal for a lot of reasons and a few of them we didn’t put into
our letter but one was appraisal values we’re concerned with in our general area going
down further. We live next to Joe Miller. I’'ve known him for 30 years. We’ve been living
on Camino Valle for 30 years, and he put two double-wides next to our property and we
have a couple of custom adobe homes there and we didn’t say anything or do anything
about it but once this was proposed we were very concerned because we know the kind of
traffic that it’s going to bring in and we know the type of store that this is.

And if it would have been an organic market place I wouldn’t be here, but it’s a
type of store that we see as somewhat predatorial for communities and if any of you have
done any research on the sheer number of them, not only in the state but across the
country you kind of have an idea. Now, so there’s 1,200 signatures that we submitted and
there’s a lot more still coming in. I didn’t get to go pick up the remainder, but a lot of
people seem very surprised and not informed about this and that was a big concern of
ours. So we felt that a better way to get the word out would have been more appropriate.

So anyhow, I wanted to just go over the first part because there’s a lot of people
that will address more about it but one aspect that I’m going to just kind of read it a little
bit in regards. “The Dollar General’s application addresses individual requirements of the
Sustainable Land Development Code, such as traffic, environment, water, etc. but we are
concerned that they have been prepared and evaluated with minimal consideration of

Santa Fe County Planning Commission: November 21, 2019 6

BTRZA-BZ2.721 (dITIO0ITY HAAITD D48



how all of these individual elements combined will impact the Cimarron Village master
plan and those who live along this corridor.”

The Dollar General is in Phase 1 of the Cimarron Village master plan and this is a
very different business from any which were discussed in prior public meeting with Joe
and his group. And his plan for Cimarron Village to our community has painted a very
different picture of what the development would be. He spoke of organic food markets,
memory care, and assisted living facilities and affordable housing and in a newspaper
article from this time frame he stated that they did not want a dollar store. I have a piece
from that that I can submit to the record with that article from the New Mexican in 2016.

Now, this is a significant change from the residents’ prior expectations which may
impact the type of businesses in the future phases of Joe Miller’s and also change the
whole intent of the current master plan. We respectfully request that the County require
an analysis of the impact of the Dollar General in the context not only to the current
Cimarron Village master plan but also the existing businesses and the surrounding
community. This is going to affect the 8,000 to 10,000 people in our area and it was
interesting that the mail-out that we were required to mail was of a dozen people to
inform them of this and so we just feel that better informed and a greater hearing would
have been more appropriate, plus an environmental impact should have been required.
Instead, it feel under the 10,000 threshold of the square footage, so they weren’t required.

In our area, in our 30 years, we’ve seen a lot of wildlife come through there. Just
recently we’ve seen bobcats in our area. I’ve never seen one in 30 years out there. We’ve
seen some of the wild pigs recently as well this year. There’s roadrunners, there’s deer
that come off the mountain, there’s a lot of wildlife that come down into that area and this
business proposal site is right on a steep slope and we’ve seen some severe torrential
rains. In the last five years they were saying, uh-oh. The hundred-year flood. We’ve seen
two of them in the last ten years that made our whole road awash all the way to 285 with
the waters coming across the freeway and it just wipes out the whole road and washes our
whole lower part of our property. We just feel that there should have been better studies
for the whole layout. It just doesn’t seem sufficient.

And so that’s the general purpose why my wife and I are here and we thank you
for your consideration.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you very much.

MR. CATANACH: You bet. We know that there are a few others that we
requested to speak with us on that 285 all group. And I think that they were going to —

CHAIR GONZALES: Okay, does the Commission have any questions?

MEMBER SHEPHERD: Mr. Chair, you submitted for the record a copy
of an article.

MR. CATANACH: Yes. This article was in the — the date is March 19,
2016.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Mr. Chair, are you referring to the meeting that
was held, that was commonly known as the Country Store?

MR. CATANACH: Well, we had one last year in July and my wife and I
were out of town, up in Montana for that meeting so we did not attend, but we are in
communications with our friends and neighbors who informed us and nothing was
mentioned of a Dollar General store then or this type of business. And if it would have
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been brought up then I’m sure he would have had concerns from citizens at that point but
apparently he was holding off, wisely, I’'m sure.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: Mr. Chair.

- CHAIR GONZALES: Steve, go ahead.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: With respect to this submission, you picked out a
couple of paragraphs within the larger article, right?

MR. CATANACH: You know, I think it was a larger article but that was
right off of the top in the first couple of paragraphs.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: Because I’'m not clear what the context is
without seeing the whole article.

MR. CATANACH: Yes, it will be brought in here with some more
information?

MEMBER SHEPHERD: Somebody else has it?

MR. CATANACH: Yes.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: Mr. Chair, | had a question for Mr.
Catanach. You mentioned that you live on Camino Valle?

MR. CATANACH: Correct.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: Now, that’s right at the intersection.

MR. CATANACH: Yes.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: And this commercial lot is right at the first
lot?

MR. CATANACH: Yes. It’s four lots from where we live.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: Okay. And you live towards the back. Is that
it?

MR. CATANACH: Yes.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: So there’s — how many — and you’ve lived
there for 30 years?

MR. CATANACH: Yes.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: And who did you buy your lots from?

MR. CATANACH: Well, my aunt Minna had got it originally in the early
70s and we bought it from my Aunt Minna, and she bought it from when it was first split
up from the Alva Simpson group when they were doing that whole reorganizing of that
corridor. So it’s pretty much been in the family since it was created as a lot.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: That was back in the seventies, before they
had the general County plan.

MR. CATANACH: Yes.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: It was unregulated development in those
days. You just could buy a lot from somebody, and you’ve lived there, it’s been in your
family for over 30 or 40 years.

MR. CATANACH: Over 40. Yes.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: Prior to 1980.

MR. CATANACH: Oh, yes. Correct.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: And you’ve lived there for 30 years.

MR. CATANACH: Yes.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: And you built your own houses in that area?
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MR. CATANACH: Me and my brother, we started when we were young.
We have a place in town but it’s a townhouse off Airport Road, or across from the rodeo
grounds. But it’s been expanding and it was tight living. In the county it was more fitting
for us.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: So are you on the eastern boundary of
Cimarron Village? Towards the east?

MR. CATANACH: Yes.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: You go through Cimarron Village, Valle
Road, to get to your place.

MR. CATANACH: Well, when you get off 285, the corridor there, we’re
at that first entrance, the stoplight where it splits off to Avenida Amistad and Camino
Valle. But we drive that corridor all the time to go to the Agora supermarket and to the
gas station and to the different businesses out there. And our concern is with the master
plan that Joe has put in, he has a lot of commercial lots available and we know that he
bought the one right across the street from his proposed Dollar General and he’s been
given permission for up to 12, 14 different business types, including a fast food
restaurant.

And we’re scratching our head, but we’re going, okay, well, we don’t want to say,
there goes the neighborhood but if we do not at least attempt to say, hey, look.
Responsible development, we’re good with that. We accept that. But when you start
allowing corporate to take over, then you’re not going to have a chance to stop them in
the future. Nothing against the over exploitation of the country, but we drive up and
down the country and go up to Montana where my wife’s family has a homestead,
through the Rocky Mountains and we are seeing the drastic change to communities, to
beautiful rural settings that are just dotted with stores, Dollar Generals, Dollar Tree,
Family Tree — they’re just really, really out of control and there just needs to be a little bit
of concern. '

There was an article as well that came out just this last Sunday in the New York
Times. ’'m sure it’s going to be presented to you, but I have the copy here. It’s from
November 17" this Sunday, and how Tulsa fought capitalism. And it goes on to talk
about the quality of the food that they’re putting in, the lack of and how it’s squeezing out
local business and how certain communities, like Adela’s in Pecos, they can’t compete
with a market where you are bringing in low grade quality food. It’s not what we want
our kids to have.

We plan on passing our place down to our kids and our grandkids and we don’t
want to say, there goes the neighborhood. So there’s a lot of concerns. You can have that
for the public record but I’m sure someone will be talking about some of the other aspects
of what this is going to bring to community.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: One other question, just so I can understand
your position. '

MR. CATANACH: Sure. L

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: You’re not opposed to all commercial
developments in that area.

MR. CATANACH: Correct.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: If there was something that was more —

MR. CATANACH: Oh, yes. Yes. Something more of the community.
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MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: You would be for it.

MR. CATANACH: Yes. In my letter [ stated this is going to serve more of
the folks traveling through the area, coming from Clines Corners and getting off 285 who
happen to see this there. It’s going to serve those folks more than the people in our
general area of Eldorado and the greater community. Some folks in the news, I heard
them commenting that, Oh, it’s those elitist people in Eldorado. We’re not elitist. We are
hard-working folks and we budget ourselves and we’ll use coupons. But we just don’t
support companies that come in that are just going because they have the big dollars and
they’re going to be placed everywhere, without the people’s input. Or even having any
say in it.

And so when it was administratively approved we were scratching our heads and
going, wow, this is going to impact our community for the next 100 years. And if we
wanted to live on the low end of — south end of Cerrillos Road we would be living on that
area where it’s high traffic and all about that and this is the last pristine corridor coming
into the Santa Fe area. When we moved out there, driving as a kid to Pecos, in that area,
we were charmed by the beauty of the mountains and the pinon trees and how vast you
can see it all, and it feeds right into our area right there. When it gets changed it’s going
to be a sad day.

CHAIR GONZALES: The property that you live on, is that the property
that used to have the exposed adobe wall around it?

MR. CATANACH: Correct. Me and my brother built that when I was 19
18. :
CHAIR GONZALES: Another question. Are you okay — I guess you’re
familiar with the use list..

MR. CATANACH: Correct.

CHAIR GONZALES: So are there uses there that you do like?

MR. CATANACH: Well, you know, in my letter that I submitted with my
appeal, we did talk about — what our neighbors and the community have talked about is
trying to get that property into either a community park or a preserve or a trailhead. It
feeds right up to the mountain behind there to the Eldorado Community conserve.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Conservation area.

MR. CATANACH: Yes. Beautiful area. It would be a great trailhead to
get right up there and we know that Joe is required to put into his development some kind
of park and stuff like that and we think that would be better serving for it instead of
getting off the freeway and going, whoa. A big box store right in this pristine, beautiful
little meadow area. It just seems out of place right there. If it was his greater plan up there
it seems like it would be at least more hidden and off the road and blending in with a
little mini-strip mall or whatever type you had, but in that spot right there it just seems
like it’s going to be incredibly an eyesore and just something that will change the
dynamics of it, loses the charm. And what I love about Santa Fe and Santa Fe County is
that we are the City Different for a reason, is that we have that charm and we’ve been
able to at least a little bit fend off some of this over-influence of some of these big
corporations that think that they’re going to put them everywhere.

Just in the Albuquerque area with the Dollar General, there are 16 of them in the
greater area if you consider Rio Rancho and Bernalillo, down to Los Lunas and
Bernalillo. But if you include the Dollar Tree and the Family Dollar, there are over 70 in
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that same area of these stores. And it’s one of those, when’s enough is enough. We live
close enough — we’re ten minutes from town. We can get to any of these stores in town in
ten minutes. I don’t need the convenience that badly. Most of the folks, they come to
work anyway in Santa Fe, so it’s not like it’s going to really serve our community.

CHAIR GONZALES: Okay.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Mr. Chair, just a point of clarification.

CHAIR GONZALES: Sure.

MEMBER RAZNICK: You referenced the Eldorado Conservation Area.

MR. CATANACH: Yes. '

MEMBER RAZNICK: Just for what it’s worth, that is restricted for the
exclusive use of Eldorado lot owners and their guests.

MR. CATANACH: So what I understand, is talking with the County,
because we were looking at even a group of people out there willing to buy that property
from Joe and keep it as part of the preserve. But neighboring folks who border up against
it, Los Vaqueros and all of these different groups, that they are bordering it, they have use
of that, is what I understand. But it’s not for the public in general.

MEMBER RAZNICK: I hike it. I have occasionally come across people
that are not Eldorado residents but under the covenants, that land is deeded to the
Eldorado Community Improvement Association. I just don’t want people to think that if
that were to become a community park that anybody can use it without the consent. It’s
supposed to be for lot owners and their guests. Just for clarification.

CHAIR GONZALES: Okay. Anything else?

MR. CATANACH: I think I covered everything I needed.

CHAIR GONZALES: Okay. Thank you.

MR. CATANACH: I appreciate your time. Thank you.

CHAIR GONZALES: Mr. Karnes.

JOSEPH KARNES: Thank you, Chair Gonzales, members of the Planning
Commission. I’'m Joseph Karnes with Sommer, Karnes and Associates. I represent the
applicant, Pedigo Construction, LLC. Representatives of the applicant are here tonight.
Gerald Pedigo is here. He’s going to say a few words after I get done. Drew Crosby is
here. I’'m also here with Morey Walker, the project engineer. He’ll be available to answer
any questions you might have, and Danny Martinez, representative of the property owner
is here. My client, Pedigo Construction, LLC, is under contract to purchase the property
from Mr. Miller’s entity.

As staff just advised you a few minutes ago, this appeal challenging the use of the
property for retail commercial purposes is without merit. We ask that you follow staff’s
recommendation and uphold the Land Use Administrator’s decision to approve this
application, which the Administrator approved pursuant to a ministerial standard. The
standard set up in the code is ministerial. It does not allow for exercise of judgment as to
the use or the nature of the development. That is a different type of process that already
took place in the planning process.

To torture an old saying, this appeal is a decade late and a Dollar General short.
Let me explain why. The appeal is based on a fundamental misunderstanding of the
County’s planning and development process. Policy decisions, like what uses should go
where, are made during the planning process. I know you know this. In this case, the
planning process was completed in 1993 and updated in 2009. Once the plan is in place,
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development applications such as the one before you, come forward — and this is the key
part — are evaluated based on the adopted plan. This is the intended follow-through on the
planning process, not a re-opening of that planning process, which took place in this case
over a period of two decades, most recently ending in 2009 with adoption of the updated
or amended master plan that Mr. Manzanares described to you.

This appeal is analogous to the presidential election which takes place the first
Tuesday in November. That’s when everybody votes. When the new president is sworn
in two months late in January, that’s not time to have another vote. The swearing in is
follow-through. That’s what we’re talking about is follow-through on a long process.

This administrative application for a building and use that are consistent with the
already approved plan, again, are follow-through on that plan. In this case the plan, which
the BCC approved, allows for retail commercial development as of right, and there’s no
basis for revisiting the BCC’s legislative decisions first made 27 years ago in 1993, when
the BCC approved the Cimarron Village Master Plan in the first instance. That plan
provided for mixed uses on the east side of Highway 25 including retail commercial. In
reality, these folks challenging the retail use aren’t a decade late, they’re 27 years late.

Eleven years later, in 2004, the BCC legislatively adopted the Highway 285 South
Highway Corridor Plan and District Overlay, in 2004. That plan expanded on the already
approved master plan and again allowed retail use on the east side of Highway 285. I'm
going to real to you a little bit. There was talk about public participation in these planning
processes. In 2004, Resolution 2004-73 described the process of the Highway 285 South
Highway Corridor Plan, it said, Whereas, over the course of three years, the planning
committee at that time held regular, publicly noticed meetings regarding the US 285
South Highway Corridor Plan including public, community-wide meetings on August
14™ and September 30™ of 2002; and Whereas the Planning Commission revised the US
285 South Highway Corridor Plan to incorporate public comments and concerns. That’s
the purpose of the planning process — to decide what we’re going to do with a large area,
get the community involved, and adopt a plan. That was what was done in 2004.

Subsequently, the property owner, Mr. Miller, applied for an amendment to the
Cimarron Village Master Plan to bring the original master plan approved in 1993 into
compliance with the Corridor Plan and the District Overlay. The BCC approved that
amended master plan in 2009 as Mr. Manzanares explained, specifically allowing retail
use of this property as a permitted use, a use of right. And you’ve looked at that plan
earlier in this hearing.

As your staff pointed out to you the time for debate about whether to allow retail
commercial use on this property is long past. The application to construct the dollar store
is the tail on the dog. It is follow-through that the County’s SLDC defines as a ministerial
action, one that involves non-discretionary application of the standards of the SLDC to an
application, not a reconsideration of the already approved use.

The Land Use Administrator and her staff did their job in this case by ensuring
that the proposed construction meets the applicable SLDC requirements. There was talk
about what was submitted as part of the application by the appellant here. Morey Walker
prepared the engineering studies and the traffic impact analysis for this project. I don’t
know if they were reviewed but they were done and submitted to staff in order to
demonstrate based on evidence of the record, compliance of this project with the
applicable standards in the County code.
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The only question before this Commission is the same as the one that the
Administrator already answered in the affirmative and is really not challenged in this
appeal. This application meets all applicable code requirements and under the SLDC
must therefore be approved. This is a ministerial decision that the Land Use
Administrator made and it’s a ministerial decision that is before you today.

Now you’re going to hear from lots of people testifying about how they don’t
want this particular retail commercial use to happen. Please keep in mind that the County
has allowed the use of this property for retail commercial since 1993 and in my
experience, and you can talk to your County counsel about this, it’s not the County’s
business to determine what particular retail use goes forward on a particular piece of
property. The list that’s attached to the master plan that you’ve been looking at identified
retail use as the allowed use as of right.

Your job today is not to second guess the BCC’s legislative decisions of the past
three decades to allow for retail use as of right on this property. As staff recommends, we
ask that you uphold the Land Use Administrator’s decision to approve the application and
that you deny this appeal. And Chair Gonzales, I’d like to reserve just a couple of
minutes at the end. I know we’re going to have a lot of speakers tonight. So I want to
make sure that these points — this is critical that you keep in mind that this is a ministerial
decision that you’re reviewing today. It’s not a case where everything gets reopened to
decide what should be done with this property. The plan is in place. We are following the
plan. So if I could have just a minute at the end of the hearing I would appreciate that. I’11
stand for any questions and I’ll hand it over to Mr. Pedigo.

CHAIR GONZALES: Frank, did you have something you want to say?

MEMBER KATZ: I just had a question, or a couple. You cited that in
2004 there were the whereases you read from something where there were a bunch of
meetings. Do you have any idea how many people attended those meetings? If you could
help us on that. '

MR. KARNES: Chair Gonzales, Member Katz, that was two years before
my time in Santa Fe. I arrived in 2006, so I don’t know how many people were involved
in those meetings. I don’t know if there’s anybody here who was, but it was a planning
process conducted pursuant to the standards set forth in the County code and as I read,
there were multiple meetings that folks could attend.

MEMBER KATZ: Okay. The other question I have for you is do you have
any sense of why there is such hostility to the Dollar General stores?

MR.KARNES: I would be speculating. Mr. Pedigo is in the business of
constructing Dollar General stores. He might be able to address that but I would be
speculating to guess at people’s motivations.

MEMBER KATZ: Thank you.

MR. KARNES: But I would point out, when somebody moves to a
particular area it’s incumbent upon them to do due diligence in not only seeing what’s
there but what has been approved. I bought my house — I live in Eldorado. I back onto
Rancho Viejo. Before I bought my property I looked at the Rancho Viejo plans. There’s a
master plan for Rancho Viejo. It planned development pretty close to my property and I
took that in mind and I bought my house in recognition, having done that due diligence,
and I think it’s important to keep in mind that these plans have been public since 1993.
This planning process has been undertaken, has been a public process and resulted in the
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decision in the wisdom of the BCC to adopt a plan that allows for this type of use as of
right in this area.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Mr. Chair. What was the purpose then of the
communities meetings that occurred about a year ago at the County Store where Mr.
Miller and his associates presented what their thoughts were as for the development of
this corridor?

MR. KARNES: Chair Gonzales, Member Raznick, I represent Pedigo
Construction, LLC. I do not represent Mr. Miller so was not involved. Perhaps Mr.
Martinez can address that but I’'m not in a position to speculate as to what those meetings
were all about. I do point out that there was an approved master plan and that master plan
remains in effect today, obviously.

CHAIR GONZALES: Right. Any other questions? J.J.

_ MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: I have a question. I kind of take issue with
your statement that you approve this or nothing. I haven’t heard anybody say that Mr.
Miller is not entitled to develop that land commercially, but you tell us here that you
approve this application, you have to approve it. The thing is we haven’t denied anything
yet and I think Mr. Miller has lots of options. But you tell us you’re set on this one
development. That’s my only concern.

CHAIR GONZALES: Is that a statement or a question?

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: That was a statement plus a question,
because we haven’t denied anything, and he tells us we have to approve this.

MR. KARNES: And just to clarify, Chair Gonzales, Member Gonzales, |
fully recognize the standard here is a ministerial standard. There’s no discretion that the
Land Use Administrator could bring to this. That’s as defined in the SLDC. If this
development, if the building meets the standards of the County code it must be approved.
That’s what ministerial means, versus a quasi-judicial decision that involves discretion.
So that’s my position from reading the County code. Again, you can talk to your counsel
if you like.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: Thank you.

MR.KARNES: Thank you.

CHAIR GONZALES: Any other questions?

MEMBER SHEPHERD: Mr. Chair, I have a question for staff. I’'m
looking at the usage matrix for 285 SHCD, how does the Dollar General store fit in?
What category does it fit into in the usage matrix?

MR. MANZANARES: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Shepherd, it doesn’t,
because it’s governed through the master plan because it’s a PD. All PDs go through their
master plan use list. It’s within the 285 Corridor, but does not have to abide by the use
matrix within the 285 corridor.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: Thank you.

CHAIR GONZALES: Any questions of staff or Mr. Karnes? Okay

MR.KARNES: So Mr. Pedigo will speak for a few minutes and then we’ll
be available to answer any questions you might have.

[Duly sworn, Gerald Pedigo testified as follows:]

GERALD PEDIGO: Gerald Pedigo. Mr. Chair, Commissioners, I
appreciate the opportunity to speak to you. I am Gerald Pedigo of Pedigo Construction.
We are developers. We build different types of projects from retail to government type
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properties that we lease for the Department of Revenue, Department of Safety, and other
things such as that. Any time we go and look for a piece of property we go into an area
and try to look for properties that are already properly zoned. We hope in that regard it
won’t be invasive to any of the community because it’s already been determined that
that’s a use that’s permissible.

Rarely do we ask for rezoning for that purpose. Such is the case here. We came to
town and met with a realtor, Tai Bixby and he is the one that initially put the contract
together for us on this piece of property as part of that process.

We also have selected people from this area, an architect and an engineer that
reside and work here locally. Morey Walker does those services for us on the civil side
and Eric Enfield is doing those services for architectural purposes. So we don’t try to
bring in people — we have tried to bring people in from Santa Fe. We’ve tried to work
with everyone here.

As to Dollar General, they are a large corporation. We don’t own Dollar General
or any part of it; we are developers. We build buildings and then lease it to them. That’s
our purpose is to build this building and lease it to Dollar General. They may own some
properties but by and large they rent almost every property that they occupy. I will tell
you this. They are a large corporation. They began with very small roots, with one small
general merchandise store. That’s their beginning. They grew. They ended up
developing a store as still it does today, sells general merchandise. A small amount of
grocery goods, clothing, household goods, some auto goods — just a small combination of
everything. You probably have been in a Dollar General store so you know the type of
products they sell. ‘

I would say that they are not a dollar store. Their products are priced all over.
They have dollar in their name. 1 guess that stems from the very beginning when they
first started in a small town in Kentucky. But at any rate, they have a wide range of goods
and they are basically a retail, general merchandise type store. I guess they’re successful
not because of necessarily what they do but because customers frequent their store. They
are very good at identifying areas that there are citizens of that area that want that store
there. I would say that every retail store out there is not dependent on what they do
necessarily. They’re dependent on customers.

And so if customers are not frequenting these stores they’re not going to be
successful. So I find that the reason for their success is because of us — me, you, all of us,
that purchase products there. They are a successful store and they do do that.

The only thing else I can tell you is that we want to be a citizen to this
community. We will be generating as you well know gross receipts tax, property taxes
and we’ll be hiring employees from this area, or the Dollar General Corporation will be.
We have also been speaking with contractors in this area to build the building for us. We
don’t anticipate bringing in out of state contractors or anything like that. We had
meetings today with different ones and so that’s what we hope to do. And I’ll be happy to
try to answer any questions if I can.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Mr. Chair. So you are the contractor/lessor of the
property? ,

MR. PEDIGO: I will not — construction is in our name. Yes, sir.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Okay. So you build the building.
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MR. PEDIGO: We will employ a contractor, a New Mexico contractor to
build the building. ‘

MEMBER RAZNICK: And it’s then leased out to the Dollar Corporation?

MR. PEDIGO: That’s correct.

MEMBER RAZNICK: And then what happens if it weren’t to succeed? If
the tenant couldn’t succeed in its business plan? What happens to the building then?

MR. PEDIGO: Mr. Chair, Commissioner, I can tell you that they would
have responsibility of keeping that store occupied during that time. Based on a 15-year
lease with three five-year renewal options, so that’s 30 years. There may come a time, I
don’t know how to predict that, but at that point in time they would probably, if the
building was to become unoccupied, then we would certainly seek to lease the property to
another retail enterprise, just like any other commercial property might do.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Now, there’s entities called the Family Dollar, the
Dollar General, the Dollar Tree. Are they all one and the same corporation?

‘ MR. PEDIGO: They are not. Dollar General — and I will tell you what I
know. I’'m not in any way an employee of Dollar General or know anything about them
other than what I can read in financial reports just like you could, I guess. Family Dollar
and Dollar Tree, I believe, are owned by the same corporation. Dollar General, to my
knowledge, does not have any ownership in anything other than Dollar General stores.

CHAIR GONZALES: Anything else?

MEMBER RAZNICK: Not at this time.

MEMBER KATZ: Will your company then own the building and the
land? ’

MR. PEDIGO: Yes.

MEMBER KATZ: And lease it to Dollar General.

MR. PEDIGO: Yes.

MEMBER KATZ: And do you own other properties that you lease to
Dollar General? ,

MR. PEDIGO: No, not at this time. We have others that we do —
sometimes what we will do on occasion is sell some properties we develop.

MEMBER KATZ: So this is the first time that you’ve done one for Dollar
General?

MR. PEDIGO: In New Mexico —

MEMBER KATZ: No, nationally.

MR. PEDIGO: This is the first time we’ve done a Dollar General. Yes, sir.
We’ve done other retail and other government-owned properties but this is the first
Dollar General we’ll be doing.

MEMBER KATZ: Thank you, sir.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Mr. Chair.

CHAIR GONZALES: Yes.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Have you personally visited the Dollar General
stores, seen their operation? The type of product that they sell and how they keep their
stores?

MR. PEDIGO: Mr. Chair, Commissioner, I have. [ have a Dollar General
store within probably 1,500 feet of my personal home. It’s on the highway right off —
we’re on a side street. Our house is, but right off the main highway. I’ve attended it
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several times, picking up odds and ends for my children for school the next day. They
have a small school supply section. I’ve been in there before to buy socks for my
daughter when she forgot them for a basketball game. I’ve picked up a gallon of milk as
my wife calls on the way home. So, yes, sir. I’ve been into — and I’ve been into several
others but that one I’ve frequented more than others.

CHAIR GONZALES: Anything else?

MEMBER RAZNICK: How did they come into the picture if you’re
buying the land and leasing it? Is it that you’re searching out a tenant for this, for your
purchase? Or do they come to you? How does this evolve?

MR. PEDIGO: Well, as I say, we develop different types of properties.
Some — a lot of office buildings we do and then also we do a small amount of retail. We
pursued Dollar General to develop some for them. One of the areas that we decided to
look into was in New Mexico. And so we ended up looking at this property and some
other towns that we were also looking at in New Mexico and helped sign leases for some
other towns here in New Mexico also.

MEMBER RAZNICK: So you examine the financial statements of the
tenants. Correct?

MR. PEDIGO: Well, we have that ability just like anyone does, through
filings that they do.

MEMBER RAZNICK: In your experience, have you ever run anything
like this where you had the feedback that you’re getting from the 285 Corridor residents?

MR. PEDIGO: We have developed — I developed some apartments in the
past that was like this. My memory was it was properly zoned also and it adjoined some
residential single-family homes and I’ve had a big turnout. I’'m developing a
neighborhood now in an area that has had opposition to it although there are houses all
the way around it and it’s a residential neighborhood. So yes, sir. I have experienced it.

This is pretty much — my grandfather was in the real estate business. My dad was
in the real estate business and I probably don’t know it very well, but it’s what I do and
so being in it for that many years, I’ve run into those opportunities where there are those
that are opposed. And I’'m not surprised about that because everyone has differing
opinions. And that’s the reason why we establish rules and guidelines for our
municipalities to operate under and then everybody knows. It’s upfront.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Thank you.

CHAIR GONZALES: All right. Earlier, a few minutes ago, you
mentioned the name Eric Enfield as being your architect. Have you directed him to
design anything to go with the land? Compatible with New Mexico? Or are you guys
going to just build a standard building?

MR. PEDIGO: No, this building has the adobe style finishes on the
outside. We basically employed him to come in compliance with the standards that have
been previously established. It’s not going to look like a typical Dollar General store. It’s
completely — it has parapet walls. It will conceal all the way around. I think it’s probably
— I don’t know if you’ve reviewed the plans or seen them but it should fit in to the area
completely, complete adobe style.

CHAIR GONZALES: I’'m familiar with Eric’s work. He does a good job.
Any other questions? All right. Somebody else wanted to speak?

[Duly sworn, Danny Martinez testified as follows:]
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DANNY MARTINEZ: Danny Martinez. Mr. Chair, members of the
Commission, I come here representing Joe Miller and is past efforts to try to develop his
properties. My involvement with the Dollar stores, no involvement. It’s strictly to tell you
what has happened in the past in regards to Joe Miller.

Joe Miller started this project, Cimarron Village, in 1992. He went through three
years of battle and then an 11-year moratorium was issued in Eldorado shutting down all
development in Eldorado for that period of time. In the meantime the County was
preparing to proceed with the Sustainable Land Development Code and we were very
involved in that. There was a total of 23 meeting that were held with staff, community.
We had four community meetings over those years. So this has been a long process to try
to develop this property and as you can see, the property hasn’t been developed. Why?
Because we know we have a lot of opposition in Eldorado.

Why? Because Eldorado doesn’t want national firms. What they want is they
want open space. They want minimal development that’s going to pacify them, and again,
from Mr. Catanach, all the respect, you probably will never see Miller’s property
developed because he’s been incapacitated and he’s not doing this anymore right now. So
all this effort and all these master plans, they’re probably going to be meaningless
because the ability to develop is really hard in Eldorado.

So again, when we talk about previous meetings, there were tons of meetings. The
285 Corridor, as it was approved with the use lists, with the designations, was by the
community, not the County, because it’s the community that has the input of what they
wanted in this development. So what happened there is master plan number three,
changes it all over again because a new 285 Corridor Plan. Well, in that use list — let me
put it this way: if we use the use list of the SLDC, that property could be used for a lot
more uses. But there was a specific use list on that property when it stated retail, people
didn’t really realize what retail meant, I have heard. We don’t want Kentucky Fried
Chicken. We don’t want Taco Bell. We don’t want another gas station. We don’t want
this. We don’t want that.

All respect but when the Corridor Plan was approved, and those properties were
zones, and those use lists were established, that was the people’s choice, not anybody
else. They’re the ones that emphasized to the County, this is how we want these
properties developed. That’s where we’re at today. Again, it was a community
involvement, lots of meetings. There were no hidden secrets. We know what they don’t
want and they don’t want, in a qualified intersection, this close to the interstate that
should serve the community for the capacity that it has as a commercial property. Again,
it may never happen. The property is for sale. The Miller family is ready to sell the whole
thing if that’s what they want. Make them an offer. We’ll shut down the rest of the
development.

But the reality is the people, the community, were the ones that were responsible
for what’s coming up on this property in that master plan.

CHAIR GONZALES: Do you think a lot of the community members
moved out or do you just think they didn’t understand the definition of retail.

MR. MARTINEZ: Well, we had a community meeting in July last year,
2018. Had close to 90 people show up. We talked about the developments. We talked
about all the potential. We talked about urgent care. We talked about everything that you
can talk about, and yes, they stated we don’t want another gas station out there. And
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again, you take that to heart is what you do and yet when they see fast food, what better
place for a fast food restaurant than next to the interstate? And what they did is they said,
no fast food restaurants.

So slowly but surely they’re kicking out potential uses because the community
doesn’t like them. And again, that wasn’t the attempt when they created the 285 Corridor.
It was open. There’s another property right across the street that’s been designated
commercial also. So the potential for a lot of commercial, not only in our Cimarron
Subdivision but the adjoining parcels, it’s there. It exists. And the use lists are just a big.

Nationals, we understand that the local mom and pop shops need to be protected
but the mentality is that the national groups are the ones that they don’t want in these
places. Walgreens, grocery stores — that’s what they have chosen, but again, they’re the
ones that pushed this 285 Plan. That’s what they have now.

CHAIR GONZALES: Any questions?

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: I had a small question. Does the Village of
Eldorado have bylaws?

MEMBER RAZNICK: Eldorado is a subdivision of 2,700, approximately,
2,770 lots. Surrounding in the 285 Corridor you have not only Eldorado, which doesn’t
physically border 285 but you have Dos Griegos, Alteza, within this corridor. Belicia
Estates, Los Caballos, the Ridges. Eldorado has been referred to as the community with a
big stick because the other subdivisions are 60 to 90 lots. Eldorado also has an amenities
program. One was the 4,000-acre conservation area that I referred to.

So it’s not — when the newspapers talk about the 285 Corridor, for decades they
seem to call it all Eldorado. If there’s a traffic accident five miles outside of Eldorado and
it’s on 285, the newspapers talk about an accident in Eldorado or by Eldorado. Eldorado
is like the big name for that area, that whole area from the interstate down to Lamy
basically, both sides of the highway was purchased by the AMREP Corporation and they
created Eldorado, 6,000 acres, a 4,000-acre conservation area, and then sold off these
other large parcels to individual developers. Mr. Miller bought patts of it too.

MR. MARTINEZ: And I can say that Mr. Miller has been told that his
property isn’t part of Eldorado. That we’re outside of it. And they’re right. We’re in the
community but we’re not a part of Eldorado.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Right.

CHAIR GONZALES: Any other questions? No other speakers, okay?

MEMBER RAZNICK: I have a question. Are we going to get into the
design plans? Because I saw in the packet how the building was fronting the road and the
angle of the building, signage and things like that. Will that be coming up?

CHAIR GONZALES: [inaudible] opened it up already, as far as design.

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, that’s correct. You can definitely discuss —

MEMBER RAZNICK: Is this the appropriate time for it? Or do we hear
from people who want to speak?

CHAIR GONZALES: I think we should probably proceed with the public
hearing first.

MEMBER KATZ: I would agree.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: Especially with the weather. Let’s let people
come.
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MR. MANZANARES: Mr. Chair, if I may. If we do proceed to public
hearing, I have a number of handouts that have been given by the public that I'd like to
pass out. There’s not enough for everyone but I do have enough for you, the recorder and
the Legal Department and staff. So if you wouldn’t mind, prior to the public hearing I can
give you these. These were from today. They’re not in your packet.

CHAIR GONZALES: Okay.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Will those of us who don’t have copies have an
opportunity read them?

MEMBER KATZ: Why can’t we have copies?

MEMBER RAZNICK: Why can’t we get copies?

MR. MANZANARES: Mr. Chair, I can make more copies. These were
just what the public supplied. So I can do that.

CHAIR GONZALES: Yes. Let’s get some more copies.

MR. MANZANARES: Mr. Chair, copies are being made right now.

CHAIR GONZALES: Any other questions or comments before we —
while we’re waiting? Shall we start the public hearing?

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, you did say you were limiting each speaker to
three minutes?

CHAIR GONZALES: Yes.

MS. LUCERO: Would you like me to keep track?

CHAIR GONZALES: Yes, please.

[Those wishing to testify in opposition to this project entered the conference room in
groups of five and six and were administered the oath.]

ROGER TAYLOR: Good evening. My name is Roger Taylor. I live in
Galisteo. I’'m co-chair of the 285 Alliance, which is an information and advisory group
which has worked on many of the things you’ve been talking about tonight. The original
285 Corridor Overlay, the code, and things like that. There are a couple of things that I’d
like to talk about but first Id like to distribute a summary of comments that a number of
members are going to make. We have a copy for each of you.

I"d like to point out that this plan has had many iterations over the years and the
last public meetings, which were in 2016 through 2018 in the neighborhood and the
County Store, they presented a Colorado ski town with small businesses, local
businesses, unique businesses. We specifically talked at that time about not wanting chain
stores. Dollar stores were mentioned, etc. We were told those were not under
consideration. They were not part of the master planning, and that was not going to be
happening. And that was by Mr. Miller and Mr. Martinez. There are a number of us who
are here who were at those meetings that can attest to that.

We had a lot of discussions about concerns and issues. There were a number of
these meetings where they came back and made changes to address — I'm going to talk
about two of them which we’re concerned about as now we’re seeing the opposite of
what was presented.

One is environmental. The area that we’re talking about for this lot, Lot #5, was
told to us was going to be open space. Now we see a 9,000 square foot building and
associated parking in an area with very steep landscaping in the area. It butts up against
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that. They will leave no room for runoff, for rain absorption, etc. As Edgar has previously
mentioned, this is an area where rainwater brings a lot of mud on the roads and down
onto 285. That creates a safety problem. People are going to be coming up in a little
while to talk about traffic and safety concerns. Some of the accidents that have been
there, and that’s been done under opportune conditions — not rain, not water, not snow,
etc.

We do believe there should be an environmental impact because changing this
master plan around where this now becomes the backdoor of phase 1 is going to cause a
lot of issues with that landscape.

We also think that there’s an issue here of fire safety. We know that climate
change is upon us. We know that there are burns that have happened in the area. There’s
a couple of areas that still shown burn scars for the last couple of years. So we don’t
understand how someone can come in and do such a massive first building on first phase,
where it’s going to have a big impact on the area and there is no fire safety component.

CHAIR GONZALES: Okay, sir. Your time is up.

MR. TAYLOR: So we do believe that we would like to have both of those
things done.,

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you.

JAMES OYSTER: My name is James Oyster, 20 Descanso Road. I want
to talk about the need for an extensive traffic study. The data in the traffic impact
assessment, TIA, is no longer relevant or sufficient and it is most certainly statistically
invalid. The data provided by Dollar General to.extrapolate the current and future traffic
flow is based on past survey dates and it does not address the traffic volume issues of the
next ten years.

Specifically, the report includes only four dates of two hours each over a twelve-
year period. The trafﬁc counts from 7:00 to 9:00 am and from 4:00 to 6:00 pm were
collected on March 5™ of this year, October 15™ and 16" of 2014, and August 7, 2008.
There are, in addition, no breakouts on personal cars and truck traffic although we know
that there have been several fatalities from car and truck collisions.

This summer and fall have seen a significant increase in the real estate sales, new
restaurant activity and population growth in the area, whereas in the past ten years the
real estate sales and development along the US 285 South Corridor has been relatively
slow. A new TIA study should be performed which takes into account these more recent
changes and models more accurate projections.

We respectfully ask the County to include an analysis of large trucks and semis
making turns off of [-25 onto US 285. Of concern are the issues of semis exiting I-25 at
high speeds and being funneled into a restrictive space on US 285. Also large vehicles
changing lanes in a short distance from the bottom of the off-ramp to the traffic light in
order to access or egress the proposed development, as well as turning tight at the traffic
light which may cause crossing into adjacent lanes. \

This is an area of steady traffic to and from businesses in the area like Café Fina,
the future CBD dispensary, as well as the access ramp to I-25. Additional concerns are
turning maneuvers in and out of the parking lots, utilizing a narrow, single lane which is
also used by homeowners behind the proposed development. Thank you.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you.
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LYNETTE KESSLER: My name’s Lynette Kessler. I’'m going to speak on
additional costs. The fiscal impact assessment, FIA, concentrates on County costs
associated with additional public facilities and services that are required by such
development and also the FIA concentrates on the feasibility for financing such a facility
and service costs. Given the record of fiscal impact this particular type of business has
had on previously existing surrounding businesses, there is concern about potential, long-
term overall reduction in economic income and taxable revenue to the County.

The OSHA reports you will be hearing throughout this hearing documents this
fact indeed. There are long-term reductions for the County in income and tax revenue.
The FIA also does not include the increased significant costs of continued County and
State resources monitoring and managing Dollar General infractions. We respectfully ask
that the FIA be supplemented by an assessment of the fiscal impact on existing
businesses and individuals in the 285 South Corridor community, focusing on the cost to
existing businesses and future tax revenue.

There is also the real shifting of answers from the County on what conditions of
approval were required from Joe Miller before approval of his 2010 plan and to what
extent the current SLDC code applies to these conditions. Our understanding is that there
are existing conditions of approval not yet met for the master plan and that the Dollar
General building is a backdoor lot approach to avoiding these conditions of approval on
the larger plan. This proposal has undergone many changes over the years. For example,
this property is at the foot of a steep hill which was indicated for future open space, and
yet is now a commercial lot. It would be far better developed as the organic market or the
education center Mr. Miller originally promoted to get public approval way back when.
All of this is in the handout that you received. Thank you.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Excuse me. What is your address for the record?

MS. KESSLER: Lynette Kessler, Eldorado.

CHAIR GONZALES: Next.

CHRIS NAPP: My name is Chris Napp, 7 Encantado Circle in Eldorado.
I’m not associated with any of the groups here. I am just an Eldorado resident. I am an
avid bicyclist. So I bicycle past this location probably three times a week, including
during that period when it was supposed to have been posted, which, I’'m sorry — you can
make the claim that you might miss it at 55 miles an hour. I missed it at 20 miles an hour
or 15 miles an hour. I never saw a single indication that this was going to occur.

So that’s my first comment about this process, is transparency, as far as if this
project meets all the requirements that the County aspires and says it does, why is there
this attempt to obfuscate, to basically hide the notice from the public? And there will be
others that will make that same comment. When discussing this with our people after I
was made aware of it, I found absolutely no one in probably the 30 or 40 people that I
discussed this with, that had ever heard anything about it at that point.

So I think there’s a little bit of a failure there. And if it’s an approved process and
it met the approval process, then it definitely should be reviewed because I think you
would probably have a lot less people here if they knew what the heck is going on.

I’m not an expert on zoning or the County’s operations in any way, really. But I
understand — I’m a 35-year veteran of the Forest Service, and we have a planning process
that’s very similar. We have a forest plan, which I guess would be like your zoning and
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we do project level NEPA, not national environmental policy. So we write environmental
impact statements on how that particular project meets those requirements that are set
aside by the zoning, essentially.

We make a big point out of making that information public, so traffic studies,
environmental impacts to wildlife or to watersheds or to traffic, social impacts,
essentially. There’s, again, no transparency that the question becomes why do a traffic
study if you don’t share it with anybody that might be affected by it. So — and I know my
time is short so I’'m going to jump right to one last thing, which is we also do this thing
called a cumulative effects analysis where we look at does this — yes, this project may
meet the criteria, but does it create a pathway? Does it cause a problem down the line?
Will there be more like it and then we’re going to have to eventually say no, because it
exceeds some other threshold, like pollution, traffic, essentially. So is there any display of
that? Has there been a study of when this project is fully developed, the entire length of
the corridor, is fully developed, does it exceed that initial zoning requirement? Where
people — when they were making comments to it way back in 1994 or 2004 or whenever
it was, does it exceed that threshold?

CHAIR GONZALES: Your time is up.

MR. NEP: Thank you, sir. I appreciate it.

KATHRYN TOLL: My name is Kathryn Toll. I live on Camino Ocote and
I co-chair the 285 All, which is a RO with the County. This is not a conversation of anti-
retail sentiment. It’s a question about what the retail activity is. I was also involved in the
creation of the overlay that covers the 285 South Corridor from I-25 down to the road that
goes off to Galisteo and protects either side of the highway as to what can be placed there
and where the commercial lots are, and they’re very carefully placed at intersections, etc.

So we know that Cimarron Village is a planned development, but it has permitted
uses that are not part of what the SLDC overlay requested. When Mr. Miller presented to
us it was of course all sorts of very nice things about assisted living and affordable
housing and organic markets, and now we’re looking at a dollar store which is a very
different animal. This is a type of business that has already proved itself not to have the

community’s best interest at heart. In fact, when it comes to Dollar General, New Mexico .

Attorney General Balderas has an open lawsuit against them. And we do request that the
County looks into this and perhaps reports back to the 285 South Corridor community
about the status of that lawsuit and what is going to happen with it or how serious is it.

Nationally, since the year 2000, Dollar General has been fined close to $49
million for employment discrimination, accounting fraud, wage violations, workplace
safety and health violations, consumer protection environmental violations, and they
don’t just do it once and get a fine. They are repeat offenders. They just do it over and
over and over again.

Studies show also the dollar stores offer a false economy and are less affordable
per unit that other big box retailers like a Walmart or a Costco. A growing number of
municipalities have been adding zoning bylaws to discourage the establishment of dollar
stores. Dollar Generals stifle the local competition and they wind up hurting the
communities they’re serving. It’s not a welcome addition into what is already a fragile
retail environment. This applicant is associated with a chain that has misled and deceived
consumers over and over again. Articles and reports that are in the handout that we
provided for you will attest to that fact, and there’s an OSHA report in there and other
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things. So the business model is a predatory business model and it’s proven to have
destroyed other businesses, especially local food markets. We have a real-time example:”
Adela’s in Pecos.

CHAIR GONZALES: Your time is up.

MS. TOLL: I just wanted to say that. And we don’t want to see that
happen.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you. Thank you all very much. Sorry about
the inconvenience here about the setup.

MICHAEL SCOTT: My name is Michael Scott. I’m the president of the
Old Road Homeowners Association, which is associated with the larger development of
the Art Barns. Chair Gonzales, Commissioners, I appreciate the time that you’re giving to
us this evening to hear about our concerns for the community, and I think that the show
of force that is here this evening also is a testament to the commitment of people who live
in the Corridor which is likely to be affected.

P’'m sure everyone has talked about the fact that they’re most concerned with the
fact that they did not get an opportunity to really review this proposal and participate in
the process to the letter of the code. So because I know people have spoken to that
already, I’d like to talk about the persuasive attempt made by the attorney on behalf of
the developer and I’d like to talk about the developer himself. Now, I don’t know where
he went to law school but I’'m sure that he was taught fallacious reasoning and fallacies of
argument, and in this case I'd like to expose the false analogy that he presented,
suggesting that this case is analogous to the presidential elections. Well, nothing could be
further from the truth. In a presidential election, hundreds of millions of dollars are spent
for several years providing the public with the information that is absolutely necessary
for them to cast their vote. ,

That wasn’t done here, was it? The airways are committed to people, but again,
this wasn’t done here. So to suggest that this is being revisited, or that somehow or the
other, this is analogous to trying to revoke a presidential vote after the inauguration and
the swearing into office is just simply not true.

The second thing is I’ve always been concerned about what’s the need here?
What need is being fulfilled for our community? The only person that addressed that that
[ heard this evening was the developer who said Family Dollar addressed the need. Did
they? He said, oh, yeah. There’s overwhelming evidence that people in our community
really want this Family Dollar. Was it their assessment? Their needs survey, shared with
you? I'seriously doubt it, and it should be. Otherwise, their justification for putting this
particular store in our community is suspect. We don’t have that data. I’d sure like to look
at it.

Finally, when the master plan was developed the community was quite different.
There wasn’t as many people. Traffic wasn’t as bad. And I don’t know if any of you live
in the 285 Corridor between I-25 and 1-40, but it’s a mess. Speeding is rampant. We don’t
have the police or the Sheriffs to —

CHAIR GONZALES: Your time is up.

MR. SCOTT: Okay. Well, thank you very much. Just remember.
Developers are like seagulls. They fly in, make a mess, fly away, so they don’t have to
live with the consequences.

CHAIR GONZALES: Next.
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MATTHEW MCQUEEN: Mr. Chair, my name is Matthew McQueen. I
live in Galisteo, New Mexico. I am the State Representative for House District 50. This
area is within my district. ’'m also a commuter. My wife and I drive through this area
twice a day, usually pretty much every day, often with our kids in the car. I’'m here
tonight because I personally have concerns about the traffic and the safety of this area.
And it’s unfortunate we don’t have a big aerial, big blow-up of the site. If you’re familiar
with it, it’s where 25 is essentially headed east instead of north, so it jogs east, and the
off-ramp, if you’re coming off it, the speed limit is 75. It’s downhill. It’s curved. And
there’s no reason — you’re not forced to slow down. And that’s true for commuters and
cars and unfortunately that’s also true for big trucks. And as you’ve already heard, we’ve
had a number of accidents, including fatalities.

It is so much of a concern, this stretch of 285, that Senator Peter Wirth and 1
organized a public safety townhall and we brought in the New Mexico DOT to address it.
And we had the Secretary of the Department of Transportation, the district engineer and
several other high ranking officials. We had a gym full of people and they went away, the
promised us they would study a whole list of ideas we gave them to make this safer.

I think you’ve already heard the traffic impact analysis we think is insufficient.
One way it’s insufficient is we have the DOT studying how to make this area safer and
then we also have this developer coming in, doing their own study. And those two things
are running parallel right now instead of in conjunction. Whatever changes DOT might
make will impact this development and this development will impact any changes the
DOT might make. Those two things have to be merged. We have to consider all this
together in order to make the area safer. '

Finally, just because I’ve been listening in, Mr. Karnes said repeatedly that we’re
a decade too late. We’re three decades too late. I’'m really concerned how a three-decade
old master plan hasn’t expired. The community has changed since then. It’s grown. The
traffic patterns have changed. We need a master plan that reflect the current reality, not
something that’s three decades old. Thank you.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you. Next.

MALCOLM MCFARLANE: I’'ll be happy to start. My name’s Malcolm
McFarlane. I’ve been a resident of Eldorado for about 20 years. I used to serve on the
ECIA board. There’s some quick points to make. First, the ECIA owns a 9,000-acre
nature preserve that’s directly in front of the Dollar General store. How do you have a
nature preserve with a commercial establishment. It’s a 9,000-acre preserve that can’t be
built on. It’s a big hill, and the Dollar General will be exactly in front of that.

There are approximately — I just guestimate — 5,000 homes out there in that area.
There are 2,800 just in Eldorado. If you average $300,000 value of those homes, that’s
about $1.5 billion of taxable property. If you say that it has a negative impact, just one
percent, just one percent, that’s hundreds of times more tax revenue than will be
generated by having Dollar General. Okay?

So if you look at it from an economic standpoint it makes no sense. If you take a
step back and say the economic standpoint of Santa Fe, 285 is a gateway to Santa Fe from
Texas. People come down the interstate, they got off at Clines Corners, they come up
through the exquisitely beautiful Galisteo Basin. I just walked there today. It’s one of the
reasons people move to Santa Fe. They move there because of the natural beauty.
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Now, previously, you all stopped a truck stop on the southern end because people
coming to Santa Fe don’t want to see a truck stop just before they come to Santa Fe. If
they want — people don’t move to Santa Fe for a Dollar General. Virtually everyone in
my community has bought there house, has moved from somewhere else for the natural
beauty for the artists. I probably have five published authors on my street. I probably
have 20 artists who are in galleries. They’re attracted to natural beauty.

So economically it doesn’t make sense. It terms of what is viable as a business in
Santa Fe, when we worry about the totality of the community, and jobs, without question,
the only true jobs, besides the government, is tourism. Tourists can go to Bali. They can
go to Florence. They can come to Santa Fe. So they come here to visit Santa Fe to see
natural beauty and artists. They don’t come here to see a Dollar General.

One final thing. It really irritates me when I hear some sort of economic racist sort
of argument that it’s us rich white people keeping the poor from being able to buy
something at a store. Okay? Dollar General, the facts of — the matters I was able to
determine from 2018, they have 15,000 stores — 15,000 stores — they’ve got a $40 billion
market cap, but they’re not going to be paying people $15 an hour. Not only that, they’re
not going to have full-time jobs. They’re 20-hour a week jobs, and you have no security
in your 20 hours a week. You might have to work a Monday, a Wednesday, and the next
week you have to work Tuesday and Friday. So the end.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you. Next.

JANE CARSON: Yes. My name is Jane Carson. I live across from
Eldorado. Have lived out there about 20 years, and there’s one thing that’s the most
important that you can hear tonight regarding safety. That is a corridor for nuclear
material going down the road. 285 is a corridor for nuclear material. You do not want to
have an accident with that stuff, with the big community out there, so that alone should
stop this and any other new building that might be planned. Thank you.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you.

MICHAEL RIVERA: Hi. I'm Michael Rivera. I live right next door to
where the Dollar General is going to go up on 15 Camino Valle. I Jjust — there’s wildlife
there. There’s deer. There’s bobcats. I have coyotes in my yard. When I originally bought
the land from Mr. Miller he never — we never talked about commercial properties. I asked
him about the area and he said he owned most of that area but he never told me that that
was a commercial lot that I was buying right next door either.

My kids ride their bikes down in that area and just the traffic going in and out of
Camino Valle onto 285, I just don’t see how that’s going to work with the flow of traffic
coming in, just the lights. There’s always an accident there at those lights. Even like you
say, the signs that they posted up to tell us about the meeting and stuff — real small and
Just everything, everything about this store has just kind of been like real quick and not
very information-based. So I'm just here to do what I can to try not to get that store up. 1
really object to it.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you very much.

[The Planning Commission recessed from 5:41 to 5:45.]

ROBERT KAUFMAN: Good evening. I'm Robert Kaufman, the owner of
a local residential property approximately 200 yards away from the proposed 9,000
square foot General Dollar store. So this literally hits home for me and hits home very
hard. First, it is a gross misnomer that this local community has or had much of a voice in
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this general store proposal. I for one only recently heard of this monstrosity of a store that
was to be built near my home. This development came as a literal shock to me, my child
and many of my neighbors.

My family moved here approximately 14 years ago for various reasons, among
those being the pristine nature of the area and a great place to raise kids, not to mention
our exploration of various sacred Native American sites in the area. The last thing we
need is to have corporate businesses potentially encroaching on my or my neighbor’s
property. I’'m aware of what happens when big box stores especially known for selling
inferior products move into our type of area as I have a feeling you might as well.

We have pride in our community and do not wish to want to see a tragic
degeneration of our very forward-looking and tight-knit community. We’re not stupid
and we’ll continue to protest any big box store coming into our community. I believe that
our community’s basic needs and wants is what ultimately counts, not just the profit
margins of an obviously predatory corporation, namely the General Dollar store.

And by the way, for the record, most of us know exactly what retail means. Thank
you for your time.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you. Next.

TIM HORNIG: Hi, I’'m Tim Hornig. It’s 4 Aster Way which is in La Paz
at Eldorado, one of the smaller developments in the Eldorado area. Two points have
already come up today. One is about the planning that was done previously and the
approved master plan which I understand is no doubt technically correct, but I do think
that in this case where a large development has had pieces built up over the years and the
last one I understand is the self-storage that was done a few years ago, and that extends
the five-year period for the whole master plan. It may not have been what was intended in
setting out the time limits for development.

The self-storage was phase 4, I understand and the proposal tonight is in phase 1,
so I’m not sure exactly when the specific meetings were held to discuss that but I imagine
they were well before the 2008 or 2009 last update to the master plan. In that context I'll
talk about one specific concern we have which is that it may not be a viable business. It’s
not one, from what I understand, I’'m likely to frequent and while I understand that Dollar
General will have a commitment to Pedigo Construction it’s going to be leasing them the
building, if it goes out of business, if it becomes vacant, I think that may be a concern and
become an eyesore. And I don’t know that there’s any guarantee that can realistically be
given to the County that that won’t happen. And that’s it. Thank you.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you. Next.

RICHARD WISEMAN: My name is Richard Wiseman. I live in Alteza.
I’d like to begin with a little show and tell. This photo was taken on the afternoon of
October 27, 2018, 5:05 pm. I stopped momentarily while making a right turn onto
Avenida Amistad from 285. This tragic rollover accident occurred in the intersection of
285 and Camino Valle and Amistad. A portion of the proposed Dollar General store can
be seen right here.

I’d like to make this an exhibit. May I turn this in? My wife and I are 32-year
residents of this corridor. We remember the day when 285 was one lane in each direction.
There were no lights of any kind. Today I understand the corridor has a population of
about 13,000. In addition, there’s a steady stream of cars using 285 to get to 40, a mixture
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of cars and trucks, one or two of which have been involved in tragic accidents along our
little stretch of 285.

As we know, not everybody, we locals, obeys the 50 mile speed limit in our
immediate area. If the dollar store is approved there will be another steady stream of
vehicles, Dollar General trucks. These trucks, the ones that will be leaving I-25 at Exit
290 will have approximately .3 mile to maneuver through two lanes of traffic to the left-
hand turn lane at Camino Valle. It can be a dangerous maneuver with all the speeders and
especially in inclement weather when the roads can be icy, slushy or snow-packed. I
worry too about slow-moving Dollar General trucks entering 285 traffic from Camino
Valle.

A speaker earlier this evening — I was taking notes. Name’s James Oyster, he said
the only traffic study that’s been done this year by the developer occurred on March 5
four measly hours, 7:00 to 9:00 am, 4:00 to 6:00 pm. That’s woefully inadequate. I'm
with him that we need an extensive traffic study done. Thank you.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you. Next.

DESTINY ALLISON: My name is Destiny Allison. I am one of the
owners of La Tienda at Eldorado, one of the two shopping centers that is developed in the
area. And I’d like to just talk a little bit about community values and where we are today
and what the impact of Dollar General will be on this community on a number of
different levels. Ten years ago we purchased a bankrupt shopping center from the bank
during the worst recession we’ve ever had. The shopping center had never gotten off the
ground. It had one tenant remaining in it. It had never paid its taxes. It had never made a
single payment to the bank. '

Over the last ten years we have developed that shopping center in absolute
partnership with this community, curated every single business that comes in. We have
an ongoing running list of things that the community needs, because we are in constant
engagement with the community. And the reason that we’re in constant engagement with
the community is that ten years ago this Christmas I started the newsletter that became
the closest thing to a newspaper Eldorado has. It’s read by over 3,000 people every week.
It’s gets a better than 50 percent open rate and everything that’s happening in the
community comes through my desk, because what I do is talk about what’s happening in
the community.

So anything and everything that’s going on, I get and I put back out, which is how
the community at large really started to find out about what was happening with Dollar
General. Somebody walked into my store and said, oh, my god. Is this true? I said, I don’t
know. I'll see what I can find out. And I found out, and we publicized this. Since then
we’ve been collecting petitions all over the community. I have another hundred or so to
turn in tonight. There are copies here of these going around.

And one of the things that has made La Tienda successful is that we have been so
focused. When the community said we needed a pharmacy, we brought the pharmacy.
We did not bring in a Walgreens. We brought in Del Norte Pharmacy. Locally owned,
locally operated. When the community said we needed more medical, we brought in
more medical. Every single thing that the community has asked for we have done our
absolute best to provide without directly competing with any other existing business in
the neighborhood, because right now there are two shopping centers in the area and one
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of them is 99 percent full — that’s us. And the other one is about 65 percent full at the
moment. We seem to take turns as businesses come and go.

Never in the entire time that we’ve owned the shopping center have both
commercial developments been full at the same time; it hasn’t happened. The reason for
that is that Eldorado is a rural area. Fifty percent of the population does go into town and
work in town, and bringing in a Dollar General has the ability to negatively impact not
only our businesses, although maybe not quite so much, but the biggest business that it
has the ability to impact is our grocery store. And Dollar General has been known
throughout the country for creating food deserts.

And we are deeply, deeply concerned because losing our grocery store would be a
travesty, not only to the Eldorado community, but to the Pecos community, the Glorieta
community, the Galisteo community, the Lamy community. It’s the only one in the area
and I don’t know if you guys ever had a time when it was 9:00 at night and you ran out of
diapers and you needed to get something. And driving all the way into town on a snowy
night is impossibly dangerous and impossibly exhausting. Our grocery store is essential.
And Dollar General takes high dollar, long shelf-life products to compete directly with
existing grocery stores who have to provide produce and have to provide meat, that have
a short shelf-life and have very little profit margin. And you don’t have to take all
somebody’s business to put somebody out of business.

CHAIR GONZALES: Your time is up.

MS. ALLISON: You only have to take 20 percent. Thank you.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you.

STEVE EWERS: Okay, I’ll talk a little slower. Steve Ewers, Destiny’s
husband, co-manager and co-owner of La Tienda Shopping Center. Owner of the True
Value hardware store and we actually live over in Sunlit Hills. But we own the shopping
center there. I hate to say it but it sounds like, and I’'m hoping he’s wrong, but it sounds
like, you can hear us, but then you have no choice in the decision there. And I’m not
really sure what your rules are, whether you have the ability to overrule this. And I think
you do.

Clearly, this store coming in has not cared at all to find out if this community
wants this store in this community. We’re now at about 1,400 signatures. If you turn this
protest down, then we understand the next protest is to go to the County Commissioners.
We’ll be at 3,000 signatures in a community that’s got maybe 5,000 houses. And we’ll
get there, because they’re coming in every day to the local businesses to sign, no I do not
want this.

But we’ve really seen three types of people. I’ve so far found we’ve got five
people that say they’re very happy Dollar General is coming, because they have cheap
school supplies. Then we have a larger population that are just opposed to it at all, for any
reason. And then we have a smaller group, and I kind of can fall in this is: not there. Not
having that be the face of our community. There are other developable areas within this
development that if Dollar General did have to force its way into a community that
doesn’t want to be there, does it have to become the face or our community? Can’t it be
next to the Napa Auto that we might get? And then a greenhouse business or a plants
business or another hardware store like mine. But that one wouldn’t work.

And what it will do is it will give us the same thing that happened from a story I
read in Article 56 is a business was built in Santa Fe that shocked everybody. It was so
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ultramodern that it was why Santa Fe developed all the historical preservation acts that it
has downtown, which is Garrett’s Desert Inn shocked everybody, so they blocked it.

If this goes through it will shock everyone. We wiil start the movement to
incorporate the Eldorado area, probably from the hill at Lamy all the way to the freeway,
so we can then take our tax dollars and create our own village, town, or city. We would
become the 13" largest in the state. We’re the largest unincorporated area, population
base, in New Mexico. And our tax base exports dollars out of our area to support it. I
wouldn’t be in favor of it but we would need to do that to protect from just other random
developments. We’ll set our own things.

A good example of a chain coming in: Blockbuster came into our community.
They didn’t last a year because they come up against a very local business.

CHAIR GONZALES: Your time is up, sir. Thank you.

MR. EWERS: Thank you. And thank you for listening.

MS. ALLISON: I just have one final comment. I know that this is
probably out of line, but I feel it is really, really necessary. There are laws that exist
according to the morals and values of the community they serve and they’re there for the
greater good. In this particular instance, the CEO of Dollar General last year stated
publicly that the consumers would support him and as you mentioned, customers that he
has are people who live in permanent recession. Eldorado has a median income twice that
of Santa Fe. It is not in permanent recession and it will not support the store. And then
we’ll have a big, empty vacant space while you guys find another tenant for it.
[inaudible] really don’t want. Thank you for your time,

SUSAN EDWARDS: My name is Susan Edwards. I am the president of
the Belicia Estates Homeowners Association. We had a homeowners meeting last week
and there was a unanimous decision that had me coming to the meeting representing all
of our homeowners questioning the wisdom of a Dollar ngeral store at this particular
location. Our major concern is safety. We have many bicyclists in our community who do
ride up and down that corridor as well as into the Eldorado area. Walkers, people who
walk their dogs. People who do different things that access that corridor at least briefly if
nothing else, so safety is a concern and you had several people tell you already about the
accidents that have taken place there.

The other thing that I don’t think has been mentioned that I didn’t hear from the
last group is when there is a need for fire or EMT services, our services in our community
are voluntary. So they are already pretty stressed, spread pretty thin, and I think there’s a
potential to aggravate that situation with the development of a store such as this in this
location. I have heard a couple of people mention that one of the big businesses as far as
Santa Fe is concerned is tourism.

And I certainly can speak to that from a personal basis. The 285 is the main
connection between Oklahoma and Texas and I think that I would leave it to you to know
how many people you have who come to Santa Fe from those states to visit, but my
husband and I worked in Oklahoma City for almost 40 years. We’re very fortunate to be
able to come to Santa Fe to visit once or twice a year for almost 15 years. That laid the
groundwork for our decision to move here, and fortunately, we could have moved pretty
everywhere we wanted to. And I can assure you that if there were a McDonald’s or a
Dollar General on the corner just before we’re coming up to I-25 to go into Santa Fe, we
would not probably be living here. It makes a difference.
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Also, I think that the travel practice of people coming here from southeast of here
is to stop at Clines Corners and kind of look around and just sort of see what’s there and
say, even at Clines Corners I’'m not going to buy trinkets here because I’'m going to Santa
Fe. You want the Santa Fe aesthetic when you come here, and I don’t believe this is very
good for your front door.

Other than the stress on our volunteer services and the safety concerns, you’ve
heard several people mention that the land itself is hilly and that with snow and rain there
are concerns about mud.

CHAIR GONZALES: Okay, your time is up. Thank you. Next.

DORA MARK: My name is Dora Mark. I live in the Old Road Ranch
Subdivision, also known as the Art Barns. I’'m an artist. On Sunday I took the petition
around door to door in my neighborhood. And of the 25 or so households that I visited
there was only one person who didn’t want to sign that petition. It was overwhelming
sentiment against having this store. People are afraid that we’ll lose our grocery store,
which has done a really very good job of supplying needs for our particular community
with a lot of organic produce and that kind of thing. They’re very responsive to the
community. It’s a very different kind of retail than the dollar store. I think there should be
a distinction when we talk about retail between a neighborhood, responsive retail and a
predatory retail and there have been many, many cases and I guess there’s a lawsuit in the
state that is probably related to that predatory business model that the dollar store uses.

~ So we’re very concerned. We love our local businesses. We want to support them.

We don’t want to lose the grocery store. We don’t want to lose the hardware store, any of
the other little stores that we consider part of our neighborhood and our home. And 1
think there may be a master plan but the master plan is no good if it cannot take into
consideration the feelings of the neighbors and the other thing is I think there would be a
lot more people here if the weather wasn’t so bad. We were coming in with a whole
bunch of people and there are some people here from my development, but not in the
numbers that we had expected.

CHAIR GONZALES: Okay, thank you. Next.

ELIZABETH MCLAREN: My name is Elizabeth McLaren I live in
Eldorado. I'm a retired teacher and I’m an artist. And I, with all due respect for you, I feel
that this process has been flawed, that the impact on the community is not being
considered. The signage for the meeting or for the project wasn’t really evident if you’re
flying past it between the gas station and Amistad, it’s 50 miles an hour. I mean it’s fast.
And you’re not looking at the side. You’re watching traffic. There have been a lot of
accidents and I really do take offense to the idea that the Dollar General has a wide range
of goods. We have a community at La Tienda and the Agora and we have a wide range of
businesses there that will provide for people who don’t want to into Santa Fe and drive
the eight miles from where they’re living further.

A Dollar General is not going to add to our community and I’'m concerned that
our local businesses will be affected by cheap milk, cheap bread and other cheap things
that are like loss leaders for the store but then other things are just — I don’t want to sound
like I’'m a snob but we’ve got all the stuff that we need in the community and that’s why
people shop there. Anyway, thank you for listening.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you. Next.
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JOAQUIN AMADOR: Hi. My name is Joaquin Amador and I live in the
Alteza Subdivision, which is accessed by that first light in the area we’re discussing. And
I wasn’t going to speak tonight but here I am. And excuse me. I just wrote up some notes
very quickly. I just wanted to let you know.

We moved here from Chicago eight years ago. I returned — I’'m from Espafiola
originally, moved to Chicago, lived there, wanted to get away from the overcrowding and
everything and Eldorado was ideal, with its dark skies and sort of rural feel. There’s sort
of a unique feel of the community.

We fear that the dollar store, not only would it possibly ruin the night skies out
there. We’re probably see the glow from our house, but it would be essentially the tip of
the spear in further developing of the area in ways that are not controlled. Somebody told
me that the neighbors, another lot next to there wants to put in a McDonalds. So at some
point, once you open the door, where does it actually end? I have three boys. Right now,
at that light, which we use every day, we have to be very careful and when it turns green
look both ways. We’ve seen accidents there. We see people running that light all the
time. How is this actually going to improve?

And if you look at —I don’t know if you’re familiar with it but if somebody’s
heading south on I-25 and they exit on the off-ramp, there’s a stop sign there. So if
anybody coming to the dollar store and it increases traffic, they’re actually — they’re
going to be backed up behind that stop sign. It’s not an easy off-ramp. They’re going to
have to come to a complete stop. It’s hard to access 285 south now. So that would just be
an additional thing.

And lastly, I sort of got the feeling from the developer’s attorney that this is an
administrative action. It should not even be discussed. The community has no say at all.
But 10 or 30 years have gone by, or many years, and would it be different? Would the
community not have a say? For example, we were discussing a retail store, let’s say
selling, oh, adult sex toys. Would it still be an administrative action? Oh, it’s been
decided. It’s retail. Community should have no say. I disagree. I think the community
should have involvement and try to shape the future of our community and try to retain
its unique character.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you.

MR. AMADOR: Thank you.

CHAIR GONZALES: Next.

ALAN YAEGER: Hello. My name is Alan Yaeger. I live on the Old Las
Vegas Highway. My parents — I’ve been living there since 1970. My parents bought the
property from Alva Simpson in 1966 so I’ve been there for 49 years and I’ve seen it
before Eldorado was there, before the I-25 was there, and Eldorado was bought as a
development for what I hears, $7 or $9 million. What’s there now? 5,000 people. I've
seen a lot of changes.

And I was part of the corridor plan. I was one of the — I don’t remember, seven or
ten people that worked on that plan that was in approximately 2009 when we adopted it.
They did the first part of the plan four years of so earlier. And so we did give a lot of
attention into the details but we can’t always think of everything. And so when I hear that
they mention they’re going to do adobe style, that was some of the things, but there are —
I don’t recall now, three to four lots, ten, 12 acres, including the one that’s already
developed with La Tienda, that are commercial.
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So this is not just the first of these that you’re going to be hearing. You’re going
to be hearing more because as time goes on, development, I was amazed to hear, that
there’s some 12,000, 14,000 people a day passing through that corridor. Well, 1
understand more now what’s going on.

So what I want to say is only took notes too, because this was a shock to me too. I
didn’t know about this. I personally don’t think the Dollar General store is right for the
area either. It sounds like you’re trying to make it fit in. I know the community wants to
have what they feel is right and again, we put in that plan. There’s a lot of detail. I don’t
know how much you all have read the plan to understand it but you have to really read.
And yes, so they were saying they want to do responsible development and they’re within
the administrative rights, which probably is maybe true for the most part, but what I'm
questioning is I think you need to look at the details of the plan and look at the details of
that because I’'m hearing — I haven’t seen the master plan and I’'m an engineer. I’ve been
working 39 years at the lab. I understand codes. That’s why I helped on this thing.

Well, I'm not sure — it sounds like the master plan changed along the way. What I
would recommend the board does is you look at that master plan and put it up against the
Corridor Plan and make sure that it does — because it sounds like it was going to be
something else; now it’s changed. Maybe that protection area needs to be an easement.
So there may be some catches that don’t quite fit into this administrative act that we’re
talking about, and I would be happy to be a part of that if you guys are calling a meeting.
Because I know you don’t want to make a decision tonight. Then I would be happy to be
a part of that in deciding.

CHAIR GONZALES: Your time’s up. Thank you.

MR. YAEGER: Thank you.

CHAIR GONZALES: Anybody else? Thank you all for coming. Is there
anyone out there that wants to come forward and speak that hasn’t had a chance yet?
Please come forward now. I'm getting ready to close the public hearing. All right. That
being said I hereby close the public hearing.

MEMBER RAZNICK: I think there may be some people coming. I’m not
sure.

MR. MANZANARES: There may be two or three more.

MR. EWERS: There was one point, [inaudible] if I could have one
minute, and it does affect this project.

CHAIR GONZALES: Okay. One minute. That’s it. Hold on. I’ve got to
open the public hearing again.

MEMBER RAZNICK: I move that we open the public hearing.

MEMBER KATZ: Second.

MS. ALLISON: Thank you very much.

MR. EWERS: The community doesn’t feel that Joe Miller doesn’t have
the right to develop this property, but this particular location, as I was saying, wow, this
is being the face of the community. There’s a movement to — if this project can get
blocked at that location. Not necessarily everywhere, but that location, the community is
ready to raise the funds to buy that property to make it open space.

MS. ALLISON: At the asking price. The last point I want to make to
[inaudible] tonight is that since 2009, the community has had a 50 percent turnover. It
averages five percent a year. That means half the community has moved in in that time,
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who have never been a part of this discussion, having no idea about it. And while maybe
somebody who’s really particular does incredible due diligence when they’re moving into
an area, you move into an area because of the feel, because of the feel or vibe of a
community.

Fifty percent turnover. Fifty percent of the people out here have had no part of
this, and we have raised in petitions, over ten percent of our total population in the last
two weeks. So we need another public meeting.

MR. EWERS: And that offer has been transmitted to Joe by me
personally. And he has repeated that as a serious offer that’s out there. I personally — if
Dollar General is going in and that major section was going to be between a bunch of
other buildings and stuff like that, I probably wouldn’t be talking to you.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you very much.

MS. ALLISON: Thank you for giving us the time. We really appreciate it.

CHAIR GONZALES: Okay, so that being said we’re going to close the
public hearing. Any questions of staff from the Commission?

MR. KARNES: Thank you, Chair Gonzales. I’ll be brief. I’ll just say a
few words and then Morey Walker is just going to say a couple of works about the traffic
impact analysis since it came up in questions.

What we’re seeing here tonight, as I anticipated, it was an attempt to reopen and
relitigate the planning process. And there was specific discussion about, hey, this
particular lot and what it is designated for. This is a copy of the amended master plan that

“was adopted in 2009, clearly identifies this 2.5- or so acre parcel as being reserved for
commercial use. That was the process that was carried out pursuant to the County code. It
resulted in adoption of the amended master plan, which was prior to the SLDC coming
forward. This is 2009. It exists. It is law. It was adopted by the Board of County
Commissioners. ‘

This is the direction and the mandate for use of this property, and your staff, when
we came in with the application for administrative approval, again, that was done
pursuant to the clear requirements of the SLDC. Staff, in reviewing the application did its
job. The only way that an application for an administrative approval can be denied is if it
does not meet a specific section of the County code. That was staff’s job to ensure, and
we spent several months addressing staff’s questions, addressing staff concerns and
submitting additional information. It’s the process at work.

That process is predicated on the plan that the Board of County Commissioners
has already adopted. This process has worked. And what you’ve heard from is a lot of
people who disagree with the process. And you have a fundamental choice to make. You
either follow your County code or you don’t. We followed the County code. Staff
determined that this application met all the requirements of the County code. And
because of that, unless there is substantial evidence supportihg some way in which the
design of this building and this development has not met County code requirements — if
there is let us know. I haven’t heard any. I heard a lot of fears and concerns about the
traffic impact analysis for example, and Morey Walker has been doing traffic impact
analyses in this area for a long, long time. Staff has been reviewing his analysis. Mr.
Kavanaugh looked at it very carefully. Mr. Kavanaugh concluded and staff concluded
that this TIA meets all of the County code requirements.
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We’re either a nation and a county of laws or we are not. We had a lot of folks
here tonight talking that, hey, they would like to take another crack at it. Let’s have some
more planning. Let’s have some more meetings. Well, that’s great, but that’s not how this
County code is set up and that’s what we are here to do is follow the County code and
that’s what we’ve done.

And in terms of attacking the particular retail use, as I said before, this County
does not get in the business. It doesn’t say here — it has a list of allowed uses, retail sales
and services up to 50,000 square feet. It doesn’t say, oh, you can have this particular type
of retail sales or service or not. There was a discussion of some kind of x-rated or adult
stores. Those are regulated by the code. You can’t do that. If we walked in with that kind
of application, that section of your code would apply. So unless there’s some sort of
special circumstance like that, this is a retail use and you don’t go beyond the
requirements of your code to say, well, we like this one and we don’t like that one. That
wasn’t built into your master plan and that was not built into your code.

One other thing I just wanted to point out. There was an article that I think was
passed around with some of the stuff that got handed out earlier and it said, on the first
page, “Promises made to the community and to the County by developer Joe Miller need
to be remembered, i.e., — and this is underlined on the first page — there will not be a
dollar store as part of his development. See attached article.” I read the attached article
three times. There’s no mention of particular uses including a dollar store. So I just
wanted to point that out to you all. And again, in making your decision tonight, please
keep in mind that what staff’s decision was was a ministerial administrative decision, and
that applies to this body as well. A ministerial development proceeding, Section 4.3.3 of
your code, says ministerial development proceedings involve non-discretionary
application of the standards of the SLDC to an application. Period. That’s what we’re
here to do tonight. This is not a forum to reopen the planning process. to do so would be
violating the County code. Thank you. And Mr. Walker, if you want to say just a few
words about your TIA. And we appreciate your consideration.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Mr. Chair, I have a question. So I'm listening to
you. You’re saying that this committee has no choice but to approve the application.

MR.KARNES: Chair Gonzales, Member Raznick, absolutely not. I just
read to you the County code. It says, ministerial development proceedings involve non-
discretionary application of the standards of the SLDC to an application. There are lots of
standards set forth in your code. That’s what staff did. They reviewed them and they
started out by saying — there were some things that they said, hey, it’s not clear. Or this
may not comply with our code requirements.

It was an iterative process to get to the point where we could demonstrate, based
on evidence, based on our plans and our application that this application does meet the
requirements of the County code. You’re free — absolutely. You are reviewing an appeal
of that decision. So this body, if you say Section 4.3.5 is not met because of this reason
based on this evidence, that is a basis to deny — to uphold the appeal and deny the
application. But saying we want to go revisit the planning decision, revisit whether a
retail use should be allowed on this property and has been for the last several decades,
from my perspective that is outside the bounds of your review tonight.

And I’d be happy if County counsel wanted to weigh in on that as well. I'm the
attorney for the applicant and I — my job here, I got hired to ensure that this application
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meets the County code. I was very pleased when we got to the point with staff where they
said, yes, it did. We got an approval. This is an approved project as we stand today. So I
hope that addresses your question, sir.

CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you. Morey.

[Duly sworn, Morey Walker testified as follows:]

MOREY WALKER: Morey Walker, Walker Engineering. Just real quick
about the traffic study. [’ve probably done 100 of them, at least, and [ know how to do
traffic studies. This does meet not only Santa Fe County standards, it meets State
Highway standards. One of the comments — I mean we can go into it at length of how we
do traffic studies, but one of the comments was that the traffic counts at 7:00 to 9:00 and
4:00 to 6:00 are inadequate. Well, that’s not true. Those are the peak hours. I went out
myself and looked at it and you can tell when the traffic goes up and it comes back down.
And it did it every time at those hours. So they were adequately counted, cars counted,
and I just wanted to let you know that.

One other thing is, I don’t know if you know this or not but Joe Miller put in, I
think, about $50,000 per traffic light. Those traffic lights were put in because of his
development. One of the reasons it was put it was because of his development, and he put
money into it. So we’re talking about safety issues, well, he’s already put in money to
make that place safe. If it weren’t for those traffic lights that road would be a lot worse.
So he has put money into it and it’s because of this development.

One last thing is the traffic study was kind of blind as far as what the use is, as far
as the specific uses. I didn’t say this is a Dollar General, this is going to be a Dollar
General built there. I looked at [inaudible]. It’s just a retail. I looked at it — when I do a
traffic study, I say this is retail. This is a pharmacy. This is — that’s how I do a traffic
study. So it’s not specifically for a Dollar General; it’s for the master plan of the
development and that’s how we do it without any prejudice as far as what the use is.

CHAIR GONZALES: Morey, when was the most recent traffic study
done?

MR. WALKER: I don’t know exactly. I think it was done last year. I think
— or this year. '

MR. KARNES: I believe it was the spring of this year.

MR. WALKER: The spring of this year. I didn’t bring it with me. I wish I
had. I didn’t realize it was going to be an issue. It’s 2019. I’ve counted that thing four
times, those intersections four times and I’ve looked at all of them. I’ve probably counted
them more than anybody else has.

CHAIR GONZALES: Frank.

MEMBER KATZ: Is part of the strategy how much traffic will be
generated by the business?

MR. WALKER: Oh, yes.

MEMBER KATZ: What were you using to — what was the basis?

MR. WALKER: I use what we call the ITE rates, the Institute of Traffic
Engineers rate. What they do, they count — they have charts that they count all over the
United States similar projects so they know, similar projects how much traffic gets
developed with the square footage or the number of cars or whatever. It’s standard. And
they’re actually really conservative as far as I’ve ever found out because I’ve never —
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every time I’ve counted one I’ve never seen it actually get close to what the traffic that is
actually is getting generated.

MEMBER KATZ: What was the number of cars that they use?

MR. WALKER: The number of cars?

MEMBER KATZ: That that would generate.

MR. WALKER: I actually, when I did the traffic study, I did it for the
whole development. I didn’t just do it for that one little parcel. I did the traffic study for
the whole thing.

MEMBER KATZ: Okay.

MR. WALKER: When I did that, when we looked at the whole process,
generally — I just finished one up in Questa for the same type of development. It was — if
[’m not mistaken, it was like 12 or 11 cars in the a.m. and 30 to 35 cars in the p.m.

MR. KARNES: Those are peak hours, correct?

MR. WALKER: Peak hours, yes.

CHAIR GONZALES: But that was in Questa.

MR. WALKER: Well, it was the same thing. It was the ITE rates. Exact
same size of building, exact same thing and everything. It’s kind of independent of where
it is. We use the same numbers.

MEMBER KATZ: It’s not very confidence inspiring that the building in
Questa is going to generate the same amount of traffic as these two main highways, I-25
and 285.

MR. WALKER: I kind of missed the point on that one actually. It’s
independent of where it is. I mean — '

MEMBER KATZ: It’s not independent. That location is where it’s
happening.

MR. WALKER: It’s independent of how much traffic — I use — actually,
what they did, they counted cars in the urban areas. The ITE rates are based on urban
developments, which is actually higher than what you would have out in Eldorado. So we
actually use urban traffic counts to our study. Okay? It’s the same — I said Questa just
because it’s the same size of building. It’s based on the size of the building, not where it
is. It’s based on the size of the building. And it’s based on counts they did in urban areas.
Okay? So it’s much, much higher than what you would see out there.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Mr. Chair, you did a traffic study dealing with
today, when you did it. The realities of what you counted. That’s not — correct me if I'm
wrong — it does not take into consideration that there’s approximately — [ may be wrong —
but I’'m sure I’'m being conservative — 1,000 undeveloped lots, potential, in the 285
Corridor from I-25 down to Lamy, both sides.

MR. WALKER: Actually we did. We took into account in that we look at
traffic in five years. I think it was a five-year period. We actually took our traffic that we
count now and increased it every year by about three percent. Three percent, three
percent, three percent, for five years. So we actually increased the actually back around
traffic. And then, on top of that, we added our traffic. So we added traffic on top of traffic
to do our study.

MEMBER RAZNICK: A second question. Do you analyze the vehicles
that are getting off [-25 to 285 South, i.e., the number of trucks that once they get off the
interstate you see them pull off to the right?
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MR. WALKER: Right. :

MEMBER RAZNICK: Also coupled with those vehicles, because I travel
that —

MR. WALKER: Right. I understand.

MEMBER RAZNICK: I live in Eldorado. Coming down 285 on Old Las
Vegas Highway you have to be very, very careful about the merging, because it’s a very
short run to get to Avenida Amistad and people getting off I-25 have to quickly get over
into the left-hand turn lane as traffic is coming down 285, where Café Fina, etc. is.

MR. WALKER: No, I did not study that. That was not requested by either
the — it’s more of a Highway Department issue more than what we can do. Again, all we
did is look at the development itself regardless of where this Dollar General was and we
just see what capacity there is in the roadway system itself.

MR. KARNES: And Chair Gonzales, if I may just add on, Commissioner
Raznick.

MEMBER RAZNICK: And you would have to have experienced that
yourself.

MR. WALKER: Absolutely.

MR. KARNES: I just wanted to point out that this traffic impact analysis
was reviewed both by County staff and by NMDOT staff, according to the standards that
are set forth in the SLDC and the NMDOT rules and they both determined that this
project and this impact analysis meets all of the standards. That’s how the process works.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Counselor, what is the effect if any, because 285 is
also a US highway.

MR. KARNES: I believe it’s within NMDOT’s jurisdiction.

MR. WALKER: It’s in that jurisdiction. And it’s been a long process of
developing all the traffic studies. Every time we come up with a new development we
have to look at things and we do. If there’s improvements we have to do, we’ll do it.
That’s the reason —

CHAIR GONZALES: How long is a typical traffic study these days? How
many hours, days?

MR. WALKER: What do you mean? As far as what?

CHAIR GONZALES: Time to do it.

MR. WALKER: Time to do it? It takes probably about three weeks. As far
as the development — ,

CHAIR GONZALES: Every day? For weeks?

MR. WALKER: Oh, the counts. We have to do counts —

CHAIR GONZALES: Is it all day long? Is it —

MR. WALKER: No, no. Because again, it’s peak hours. We look at the
maximum amount of traffic on there. And clearly it’s always 7:00 to 9:00 in the morning,
4:00 to 6:00. It’s clearly that. And I’ve been out there enough times to know that and we
have to do Tuesdays, Wednesdays, Thursdays we do the counts. We have to look at a
standard. A

MEMBER RAZNICK: Just a thought and a question. So you both sat here
and listened to all the comments. What are the effects — I think it was Representative
McQueen talked about a DOT study that is being done. What do you make of that?
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MR. WALKER: It’s the first time I’ve heard that. Not heard a word of
that. I'm sorry.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Because I know Senator Wirth and Representative
McQueen came out to the corridor in response because of the number of fatalities and
accidents. In fact over the summer I had a situation myself, pulling out of Avenida Vista
Grande on a green light. And I'm very cautious. I tell people when you’re turning left,
better look both ways and be prepared. And sure enough, that truck sped up and ran the
light. T also tell people don’t turn from the right. There’s two turn lanes. There’s only one
turn lane presently on Avenida Amistad. On Avenida Vista Grande there are two left-
hand turn lanes. Never turn left on the south side of that turn lane because it’s a blind spot
and that’s what happened to the former head of the Santa Fe County Democratic Party.
She turned right and got clocked by a truck. She was blindsided.

CHAIR GONZALES: All right. Any other questions?

MR. MANZANARES: Mr. Chair, if I could just have a quick word. I
believe there was a narrative tonight that staff was not transparent and did not conduct
reviews in accordance. As the case manager, I’ve met with more than a dozen people
personally, in person in office, responded to countless emails, phone calls. I don’t know
how you can say that the public notice boards were not efficient when it sparked a 1,900
page addition with signatures on it.

But the reason that the traffic impact analysis was not included as an exhibit in
this is that we said that this met all the code requirements. Therefore we approved it
administratively. So if you have questions about the traffic impact analysis I would gladly
go over it with them individually. But we did look at that. DOT looked at that. If you
look at Exhibit 10, you’ve got page NB-99 through NB-111, there’s correspondence from
all of the agencies that looked at this and gave their approval on the project.

So the fact that they’re trying to question that staff didn’t take the time to look at
this and do it properly, we did. We went through countless redlines with the applicant and
I just wanted to put that on record. We didn’t just approve this like [inaudible] It did go
through a review and we were very open with the public as far as if they wanted to meet.
I met with, like I said, numerous people. ,

CHAIR GONZALES: I do have a question for you. Somebody — one of
the individuals said a comment about some conditions of approval that were not met. Do
you know —

MEMBER RAZNICK: Somebody said something about some conditions.
They never identified it.

MR. MANZANARES: Mr. Chair, like I said, if the application did not
meet the SLDC we would not have approved it administratively. There was a lengthy
process. If you look from the start of the application to approval date it was almost four
months, so we definitely went through different rounds, different plan sets, critiques here
and there. So it was a very thorough review.

CHAIR GONZALES: Another thing that came up was the steepness.
What can you tell me about the steepness? That seemed to come up a couple times.

MR. MANZANARES: So there’s a grading and drainage plan on your
plan set.

CHAIR GONZALES: So there’s no issue of 30 percent slopes?
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PAUL. KAVANAUGH (Building & Development Services Supervisor):
Mr. Chair, there’s no steepness. The steepness they’re talking about is the hill that’s
basically adjoining this lot. Above it or behind it. But the lot is basically flat. There’s a
drainage easement actually between the steep slopes and the building itself. We kept that
open and we kept all the steep slopes. We’re not impacting these slopes.

CHAIR GONZALES: So that property is vacant. Right?

MR. MANZANARES: Mr. Chair, there’s an existing mobile home that
will be removed contingent upon the project being approved.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: Mr. Chair, I have a question for staff. Going
back over the master plan, when was the first master plan approved? What year?

MR. MANZANARES: Mr. Chair, Commissioner Shepherd, I believe it
was the early 90s, 1992 to 1993.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: And how many times has it been formally
changed? I mean substantively changed, not just dot the i cross the t.

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, Commission Member Shepherd, it’s been
amended several times. I’'m trying to think back. It may have lost — the original approval
may have been rescinded or may have lost its status so they came in subsequently and
requested a new master plan.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: When was that, roughly?

MS. LUCERO: Probably in the early 90s.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: Okay.

MS. LUCERO: And then when the US 285 Corridor Ordinance came into
effect, they came in to amend their master plan to be consistent with that 285 Corridor
Plan. :
MEMBER SHEPHERD: About when was that?

MS. LUCERO: Gosh, I don’t know. I want to say maybe 2010? Around
that timeframe.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: Because what I'm trying to find out, several
people have said that there is an article that quotes Joe Miller saying that there will not be
a dollar store and we have that one piece of cardboard with some quotes on it in front of
our chairman. But I have spent some time and I’m still looking for the actual article.
Unfortunately, our wifi tends to — it looks like it’s down. Because I was going to try to
search for it, because there was some traces. But I do not find any place where he said
there would not be a dollar store. And I would like to know whether that is fact or fiction
that the owner said he’s not going to — at some point during the development of the
master plan, 1993, 2010, whatever, he said in terms of the intent of the development plan,
even though it says in the usage list, retail sales. There seems to be this implication from
some of the residents that the verbal discussions were retail sales, but retail sales
consistent with what they need in Eldorado and not big box. But yet I don’t see anything
that said that Joe Miller has said that, and I can trace it back to a verifiable quote. And
since I can’t then I will assume that it isn’t.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Somebody is showing me something.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: I have read that article completely and there’s
nothing in it. There’s nothing in it. 4

MR. CATANACH: I saw the article last week.
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MEMBER SHEPHERD: I had the same article, and I read it five times
and it does not say — show me in this one. Is this the same article? Show me in one copy.
Because [ don’t have that copy. Because that particular paragraph is not in my copy.

CHAIR GONZALES: Anybody out there in the public that would like to
come in here and sit down with us there’s a few seats up here that are available and
you’re welcome to come in.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: This is part of the confusion. You’re coming in
with a package that has this quote in it, but it’s not been distributed. It was not distributed
to the Planning Commission, and I have to insist, because this is what was submitted to
us. .

MR. CATANACH: The Santa Fe New Mexican article is right here.
[Displays article on his cell phone] It’s exactly what you have there but this is from the
santafenewmexican.com. “Developer plans — and this is exactly his quotes and his words
down here.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: I would like this to be in a way that’s submitted
into the record because I think it’s important to know what the intent of the developer
was.

MEMBER RAZNICK: Mr. Chair, if there’s only one copy right now of
that article, can that be passed so the committee can look at it? And also, I’d like to add —
is Danny still here?

MR.KARNES: He left.

RICK WORD (Assistant County Attorney): Mr. Chair, if there’s a way to
make a copy. I'm a little uncomfortable with an electronic copy being passed around. If
we’re considering something we should get it in the record.

CHAIR GONZALES: She’s going to make copies.

MR. WORD: Great.

MEMBER RAZNICK: I just want to state, not that I attended all of the
planning meetings of the 285 Corridor. I certainly attended the last one where there was
discussion of what Mr. Miller wanted to do with some apartment rentals and types of
facilities that he was looking for, and urgent care type facility, medical, and he was
talking about services that were needed by the community. There was not discussion of
fast food restaurants and this type of operation. That’s my recollection when that was —
not this past summer but the summer before, we had a community meeting where there
was standing room only. So this is different than what — in fact I think one of the
handouts refers to it because I saw the realtor’s name, and they were conducting the
meeting and Joe sat in the back, as I recall, and Danny Martinez was there. The overall
presentation — it was going to be earthy and more organic, and yes, there could be some
national businesses but things that would complement what was going on in the corridor.
That’s the feeling that I walked away from with. Just a personal observation, my
recollection.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: Mr. Chair.

CHAIR GONZALES: Mr. Shepherd.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: When I’ve listened to the timeline, and this has
been a long master plan process and evolution, and I understand completely what you
have said, that, hey, this is a done-deal. It’s on the approved list. We’re here just for
administrative purposes. The concept of Dollar General is a relatively new retail
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technology, if you want to call it a technology. The way that — and I’ve been to — like I
went camping down at the state park by Carrizozo and I needed some supplies and there
was a Dollar General down there. And it was my first time in Dollar General and quite
honestly, what it reminded me of is if you took a Walmart and said get a little bit of
everything that’s in a Walmart and put it in a small building. They have a little bit of this
and a little bit of that and a little bit of that, but not a lot of choices, but it suited me as a
camper, because they had a couple things I needed.

But that technology of an ultra-small general store that operated like they did is
new and it’s new to New Mexico because they’re just now starting to get into our Santa
Fe area. So I wonder if at the time when the master plan was developed, some of these
newer technologies were even considered, like when they talked about, oh, it’s okay to
have retail sales. They might have been thinking about the type of retail sales that existed
back when the master plan was developed in 1993 or maybe when it was revised over the
time. But it might not have included like a smart phone manufacturing center, because
that’s a new technology and things like lithium batteries and stuff like that, and hazardous
material of that, wasn’t included back in the master plan because it wasn’t part of our
technology catalogue when we talked about, oh, well, this is good and this is bad. At the
time nobody talked about the problem of lithium batteries blowing up or the
transportation problem, or the technology of repair centers for different things.

And I wonder if things like the small, ultra-compact but the very wide offering
but very narrow depth in terms of what is offered is something that wasn’t considered at
the time when they were discussing putting a master plan around with retail sales. And
maybe it was more of traditional retail sales that they were talking about and something
like a Dollar General wasn’t considered. .

Now, I don’t know how much that affects the whole notion that it’s a done-deal.
Everybody approved and go. But I’m hearing the community say, this ain’t what we
signed up for. This is something that wasn’t discussed with the community and perhaps
it’s because it wasn’t in the radar back when this was discussed with the community in
the beginning. And as such, perhaps it is time to reopen the discussion around what is
appropriate to the community around what does the word “retail” mean? And I don’t
know if that’s something that we should even consider. But that’s what’s going through
my mind. It’s like, maybe the game has changed but we’re dealing with an old list and a
new game. And maybe everyone’s technically right. Maybe you’re technically right that,
hey, this is approved, done-deal, let’s do it. But on the other hand, I’'m hearing the
community say, hey, wait a minute. The game’s changed. And this isn’t really what we
thought the developer had in mind.

And so now I have in front of me the list that says the quote by Miller. And Joe
Miller, I'm assuming that means. “They didn’t want a dollar store there,” said Miller,
whose daughter and grandson are now helping him with the project. I still have a question
on who’s they? Because that doesn’t say, I don’t want a dollar store there. It says they
don’t want a dollar store there. So I'm still confused about that, but I'm sorry to ramble
but that’s what’s going on in my head right now.

MS. LUCERO: Mr. Chair, if I could just — there’s actually two more pages
to the article so we’re [inaudible]

MEMBER KATZ: I share some of these concerns, both the change in the
traffic over the years. But the biggest concern really is the Dollar General and [ don’t — I
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think that the Board of County Commissioners should have a chance to look at whether
they want to do the kind of things that a number of jurisdictions, particularly it was cited
by Tulsa, the article in the Times in October about Tulsa has enacted a specific ordinance
to deal with the fact that this is a very different kind of a retail situation that is pernicious
to other retail businesses in the area.

Now, I don’t know whether that’s true or not. I’ve not done any studies on it but
I’m aware of the fact that there has been enormous concern about this and what T would —
I’m not comfortable approving it. I think it needs to go to the Board of County
Commissioners and I think that when the time is right I would make a motion to get it
there.

CHAIR GONZALES: Anyone else? J.J.

MEMBER J.J. GONZALES: I’ve listened to a lot of people talk here
tonight and I don’t think anybody has said that this lot should not be a commercial lot. I
think there’s commercial uses on that. I talked to Mr. Catanach and I asked him directly,
are you opposed to commercial development on that lot? And he said no. That’s been
approved.

Mr. McQueen mentioned about the traffic. That’s been a problem. There hasn’t
been enough studies done. I’'m very familiar with one project that was denied because
there was a real traffic problem. And everybody said, oh, the traffic is fine, but to this day
there are accidents there on a weekly basis. So one thing is traffic access now. The traffic,
Mr. Morey Walker says, well, everything is fine. New Mexico DOT says everything is
fine. The County says everything is fine. <

But you know there still exist these underlying problems and the thing is that I see
that there’s a lot of need for this type of store but the goods that they sell is very readily
available in Eldorado and Eldorado has a couple of shopping centers that cater to the
needs of the residents. And also I think Mr. Miller has several, many lots in that area and
I think he has options. There’s other options. It’s not just tied to this particular
development. The developer says I want this store there. Mr. Karnes says you have to
approve this particular plan but I think this particular application or the appeal that is —
whether approved or something, the appeal. Not the applicant there. And also in this area,
it seems that this type of store in this area is probably not the ideal place to have it.
There’s Dollar Generals in Santa Fe. I recently traveled in Pecos and there’s a Family
Dollar at one corner and half a block away there’s a Dollar General. I mean, it seems that
there’s a commercial lot available and it seems that Family Dollar always competes with
Dollar General. That happens on Airport Road and there’s two stores within half a mile
of each other.

[ think that this is just not the location for this type of store. This type of store in
that area, I think — I feel it’s out of place. That’s just my comments.

CHAIR GONZALES: Basically, I pretty much concur with Frank and
Fred here. I did write down a statement. I just want to say that this Commission grants or
denies variance requests monthly to the County code, usually based on supporting
documentation such as terrain, grades, driveways, heights of structures, etc. Now we have
gotten a request to recommend retraction of an approved development permit. | have not
seen the technical or other information to not allow this permit. I lot of what I’'m reading
and hearing is that the project does not belong, etc.

Santa Fe County Planning Commission: November 21, 2019 43

BTRZA-BZ2.721 (dITIO0ITY HAAITD D48



Part of our job as Commissioners is to identify flaws in the County code as well.
These type of concerns that have been brought forward tonight would require changes to
the code. Of course these decisions need to be left to elected officials. In addition [ would
like to say individuals who create or purchase these types of pre-zoned projects have
rights as well. They have every right to build something on their property. Some
protesters mentioned the store was not needed and would put other stores out of business.
Maybe they’ve got that right, but I also think that every individual has a right to attempt
to start a business and if it fails, it fails, if it succeeds it succeeds.

Those are just my comments over the meeting today. Anybody else?

MR. WORD: Mr. Chair, if I may just point out procedurally an option
before you entertain motions on this. I believe the representative from Mr. Miller spoke
in his presentation that Mr. Miller would still entertain offers to buy the property and you
heard some of the persons that spoke in opposition state on the record that they had
communicated an offer to purchase the lot in question, which if that deal went through
would essentially take care of a thorny issue for this body.

So one option you have procedurally is always to continue the matter until a
future meeting, continue the hearing. And given that you had representations from at least
representatives to the parties that they are interested in doing a deal, that’s a possibility
that’s been considered.

CHAIR GONZALES: Hearing that said, what’s the pleasure of the
Commission?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: May I say something?

CHAIR GONZALES: The public hearing is closed.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: Mr. Chair.

CHAIR GONZALES: Mr. Shepherd.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: I’'m of the opinion as Commissioner Katz
referred to as well to approve the appeal as a mechanism to get it into the County
Commission, because I’m going to assume that because of the investment and the
finances involved that if we agree with the appeal then it’s going to get appealed to the
next level up, which will take it to the County Commissioners. Because I’m
uncomfortable with just blindly going through with the — it’s in the master plan; we’ve
just got fall in line with it. I respect the fact that there’s a lot of energy in the community
that needs to be addressed somehow and the best way to address it in my opinion would
be to bring it up to the County Commissioners.

CHAIR GONZALES: I agree. I think it’s a call for the elected officials.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: And with that, then I would make a motion that
we approve the appeal. Is that the proper words? Approve the appeal without conditions.

MR. WORD: Mr. Chair, members, I believe you’re sitting — you’re
basically sitting in the shoes of the administrator. This is in effect a de novo appeal, so
you’re making the decision on the application. If that’s the intent of the motion it would
be, I suggest, approve the appeal and deny the application.

MEMBER SHEPHERD: Yes. What he said.

MEMBER KATZ: I will second that motion.

CHAIR GONZALES: Okay.

The motion passed by unanimous [6-0] voice vote.
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CHAIR GONZALES: Thank you all.
VII. Petitions from the Floor
None were offered.
VIII. Communications from the Committee

Member Shepherd stated he would not be attending the December meeting.
Member Raznick said he may not be able to attend that meeting as well.

IX. Communications from the Attorney - None were presented
X. Matters from Land Use Staff

Ms. Lucero announced terms are expiring in January for Chair Gonzales, Member
Shepherd and Member Martin. Those wishing to continue to serve on the Planning
Commission should submit a letter of interest and résumé by 5:00 pm, November 26"
These can be emailed.

Chair Gonzales thanked staff for their good work and the members concurred.

XI.  Next Planning Commission Meeting: December 19, 2019
XII. Adjournment

Having completed the agenda and with no further business to come before this
(;Q%ittee, Chair Gonzales declared this meeting adjourned at approximately 7:02 p.m.
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APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL —
CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County reSIdents and citizens nmghbon ing the U! 'S. 285 Corridor Plan which includes
Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Commumty, Los: Vaqueros Old Las'Vegas Highway, J_amy,
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PEOPLES' PETITION

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL --;CO'NVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development théft was approved October 18th, 2019, Application number 19-
541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase | Cimarron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks

Development Group). %

- 0

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and 0l

boycott this unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. E
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PEOPLES’ PETITION

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL — CONVENIENCE STORE

/,

We, the Santa Fe Countv residents and cltimns neighboring the U.S. 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18%, 2019, Application number 19-

541 by Joseph F Miller {Phase | Cimarron Vlllage Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and
boycott this unpopular unwanted and unnecessary Dollar Store.
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L . PEOPLES' PETITION

ﬂ,,.,APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
~ DOLLAR GENERAL ~ CONVENIENCE STORE

,/

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application number 19-

541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase I'Cimarron Village Master Plan-Subdlvision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group). .

.3

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan and we will plan to vigorously fight and
boycott this unpopular unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. ’
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PEOPLES’ PETITION

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL — CONVENIENCE STORE

We the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application number 19-
541 by Joseph F Mlller (Phase | Cimarron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks

Development Group) %
- ]
We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and C}
_boyeott this unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. E
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PEOPLES’ PETITION e

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL — CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18th, 2019, Application number 19-
541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase | Cimarron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks

Development Group). %
We strongly oppose »this proposed business plan, and we Wiil plan t‘of vigprously fight and 2
boycott this unpopular, unwanted, and ur\ngcessaw Dollar Store. B E
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PEOPLES’ PETITION

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL —~ CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application number 19-

541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase | Cimarron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan and we will plan to vigorously fight and
boycott this unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store.
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PEOPLES’ PETITION

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL — CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application number 19-
541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase | Cimarron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

(4]

]
We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and 2
boycott this unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. E
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PEOPLES’ PETITION @

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL — CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vagqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18t, 2019, Application number 19-
541 by Joseph F Miller {Phase | Cimarron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks

Development Group). %
. )
We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and 0l
boycott this unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. E
o
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PEOPLES’ PETITION

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL --’_,CO'NVENIENCE STORE

s

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community,
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18t%, 2019, Application number 19-

541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase | Cimarron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly pppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and

boyco s unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store.
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PEOPLES’ PETITION

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL — CONVENIENCE STORE

,/

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citlzens neighboring the U.S, 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18", 2019, Application number 19-

541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase | Cimarron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

wn

m

We strongly oppose this proposed business p!an and we will plan to vigorously fight and 0
boycott this unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. P
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PEOPLES’ PETITION

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL — CONVENIENCE STORE

e

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18", 2019, Application number 19-
541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase | Cimarron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and
boycott this unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store.
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PEOP‘LES' PETITION

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL CONVENlENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citnzens neighboring the U.S, 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative

decision of local development that was approved October 18th 2019, Application number 19-

541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase | Cimarron Village Master PIan-Subdwnsnon, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

wn

- a

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and a
boycott this unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. E
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PEOPLES’ PETITION | ¢

/ﬁ
APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD 27
DOLLAR GENERAL CONVENIENCE STORE ,
i
We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S: 285 South Highway
- Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring-groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application number 19-
541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase | Cimarron Viiiage Masxer Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group) ) . "
: ’ : ]
We strongly oppos_'e this proposed business plan and we wiil pian to vigorously ﬁght and «‘! Re
boycott this unpopuiar unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. : P
S ‘ m
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APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD @
DOLLAR GENERAL — CONVENIENCE STORE

PEOPLES’ PETITION

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondirdos,: Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitog, and other neighboring groups, '
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application number 19-
541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase | Cimarron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group). e

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and
boycott this unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store.
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PEOPLES' PETITION

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL — CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County resndents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18t 2019, Apphcatlon number 19-

541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase | Cimarron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan and we will plan to vigorously fight and
boycott this unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store.
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People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL -
CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 Corridor Plan, which includes
Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy,
Canoncito, and other neighboring groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further
review of the administrative decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application
number 19-541 by Joseph F. Miller (Phase 1 Cimmaron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and boycott this
unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store.
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People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL —
CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 Corridor Pian, which includes
Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy,
Canoncito, and other neighboring groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further
review of the administrative decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application
number 19-541 by Joseph F. Miller {Phase 1 Cimmaron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and boycott this
unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store.
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People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL —
CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 Corridor Plan, which includes
Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy,
Canoncito, and other neighboring groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further
review of the administrative decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application
number 19-541 by Joseph F. Miller (Phase 1 Cimmaron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and boycott this %
unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. 0
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PEOPLES_' PETITION

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL — CONVENIENCE STORE

,/'

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citlzens neighboring the U.S, 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18", 2019, Application number 19-

541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase | Cimarron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan and we will plan to vugorously fight and
boycott this unpopular, unwanted and unnecessary Dollar Store.
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People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL -
CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 Corridor Plan, which includes
Ranchas Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy,
Canoncito, and other neighboring groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further
review of the administrative decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application
number 19-541 by Joseph F. Miller (Phase 1 Cimmaron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and boycott this
unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store.
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People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL —
CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 Corridor Plan, which includes
Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy,
Canoncito, and other neighboring groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further
review of the administrative decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application
number 19-541 by Joseph F. Miller (Phase 1 Cimmaron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and boycott this %
unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. (1]
a
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People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAII?'\I' THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL —
CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 Corridor Pian, which includes
Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy,
Canoncito, and other neighboring groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further
review of the administrative decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application
number 19-541 by Joseph F. Miller (Phase 1 Cimmaron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and boycott this %
unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. 0
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People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL —
CONVENIENCE STORE :

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 Corridor Plan, which includes
Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy,
Canoncito, and other neighboring groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further
review of the administrative decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application
number 19-541 by Joseph F. Miller (Phase 1 Cimmaron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and boycott this
unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store.

NAME/SIGNATURE ADDRESS EMAIL ADDRESS PHONE#
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e People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL -
CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 Corridor Plan, which includes
Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy,
Canoncito, and other neighboring groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further
review of the administrative decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application

number 19-541 by Joseph F. Miller (Phase 1 Cimmaron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vngorously fight and boycott this %
unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. 0
(]
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People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL —
CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 Corridor Plan, which includes
Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy,
Canoncito, and other neighboring groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further
review of the administrative decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application

number 19-541 by Joseph F. Miller (Phase 1 Cimmaron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and boycott this
unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store.

NAME/SIGNATURE ADDRESS EMAIL ADDRESS PHONE#
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People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL —
CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 Corridor Plan, which includes
Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy,
Canoncito, and other neighboring groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further
review of the administrative decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application
number 19-541 by Joseph F. Miller (Phase 1 Cimmaron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and boycott this
unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store.

NAME/SIGNATURE ADDRESS EMAIL ADDRESS PHONE#
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People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL -
CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 Corridor Pian, which includes
Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy,
Canoncito, and other neighboring groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further
review of the administrative decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application

number 19-541 by loseph F. Miller (Phase 1 Cimmaron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group). :

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and boycott this
unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store.

NAME/SIGNATURE ADDRESS EMAIL ADDRESS PHONE#
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People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL -
CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 Corridor Plan, which includes
Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy,
Canoncito, and other neighboring groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further
review of the administrative decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application

number 19-541 by Joseph F. Miller (Phase 1 Cimmaron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and boycott this
unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store.

!

NAME/SIGNATURE ADDRESS EMAIL ADDRESS PHONE#
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People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL -
CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 Corridor Plan, which includes
Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy,
Canoncito, and other neighboring groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further
review of the administrative decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application
number 19-541 by Joseph F. Miller (Phase 1 Cimmaron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and boycott this %
unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. 0
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PEOPLES’ PETITION

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL --"CO'NVENIENCE STORE

"iv

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application number 19-

541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase | Cimarron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

0

- ]

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and Q

boycott this unpopgla r, Unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. _ P
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People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL -
CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 Corridor Plan, which includes
Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy,
Canoncito, and other neighboring groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further
review of the administrative decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application
number 19-541 by Joseph F. Miller (Phase 1 Cimmaron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and boycott this
unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store.

NAME/SIGNATURE ADDRESS EMAIL ADDRESS PHONE#
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People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL ~
CONVENIENCE STORE ~

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 Corridor Plan, which includes
Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy,
Canoncito, and other neighboring groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further
review of the administrative decision of local development that was approved October 18, 20189, Application
number 19-541 by Joseph F. Miller (Phase 1 Cimmaron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and boycott this
unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store.

NAME/SIGNATURE ADDRESS EMAIL ADDRESS PHONE#
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People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL —
CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 Corridor Plan, which includes
Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy,
Canoncito, and other neighboring groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further
review of the administrative decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application
number 19-541 by Joseph F. Miller (Phase 1 Cimmaron Village Master PIan—Subdi)vision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group). ’

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and boycott this
unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store.
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PEOPLES' PETITION

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL -’_CONVENIENCE STORE

-

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18%, 2019, Application number 19-

541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase | Cimarron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

-

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and
boycott this unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store.
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PEOPLES’ PETITION

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL -",CO'NVENIENCE STORE

rd

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
declsion of local development that was approved October 18t, 2019, Application number 19-

541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase | Cimarron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

0
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We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and a
boycott this unpopglar, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. E
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PEOPLES’ PETITION

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL -/CONVENIENCE‘STORE | |

rd

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Applicat )n number 19-
541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase | Cimarron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, ahd e 12 Oaks
Development Group). o fie

w0
We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigoﬁ : ght and a
boycott this unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. ‘ ; E
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PEOPL!%Sf PETITION

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL -’_CO'NVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18th, 2019, Application number 19-

541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase | Cimarron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).
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We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan tovigorbus!yﬁghtand «
boycott this unpopglar, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. ﬁ
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People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL ~
CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 Corridor Plan, which includes
Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy,
Canoncito, and other neighboring groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further
review of the administrative decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application
number 19-541 by Joseph F. Miller (Phase 1 Cimmaron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 QOaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and boycott this

unpopular, unwanted and unnecessary Dollar Store.
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PEOPLES’ PETITION

APPEAL AGAINST THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD
DOLLAR GENERAL —~ CONVENIENCE STORE

P

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 South Highway
Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los
Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncitos, and other neighboring groups,
respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further review of the administrative
decision of local development that was approved October 18", 2019, Application number 19-
541 by Joseph F Miller (Phase | Cimarron Viilage Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).
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We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and 0l
boycott this unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. P
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People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR
GENERAL - CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the
U.S. 285 Corridor Plan, which includes Ranchos Escondidos,
Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las
Vegas Highway, Lamy, Canoncito, and other neighboring
groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and
further review of the administrative decision of local
development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application
number 19-541 by Joseph F. Miller (Phase 1 Cimmaron Village

Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Qaks Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will

plan to vigorously fight and boycott this unpopular, unwanted,
and unnecessary Dollar Store.
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People’s Petition

APPEAL AGAINT THE PLANNED AND APPROVED NEIGHBORHOOD DOLLAR GENERAL —
CONVENIENCE STORE

We, the Santa Fe County residents and citizens neighboring the U.S. 285 Corridor Plan, which includes
Ranchos Escondidos, Dos Griegos, the Eldorado Community, Los Vaqueros, Old Las Vegas Highway, Lamy,
Canoncito, and other neighboring groups, respectfully submit this appeal for reconsideration and further
review of the administrative decision of local development that was approved October 18, 2019, Application
number 19-541 by Joseph F. Miller (Phase 1 Cimmaron Village Master Plan-Subdivision, and the 12 Oaks
Development Group).

We strongly oppose this proposed business plan, and we will plan to vigorously fight and boycott this %

unpopular, unwanted, and unnecessary Dollar Store. (1
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EXHIBIT

y A

SF County Planning Commission Case # 19-5240 Dollar General Appeal
November 21, 2019 at 4:00 PM

tabbies’

Written Comments:
Dollar General impact on the 285 South Corridor

Submitted by:

Teresa Seamster

104 Vaquero Road (off US 285 South, 2 miles south of proposed development lot)

Santa Fe, NM 87508

Area resident for 30 years, founding Director of Eldorado’s Monte Vista Montessori School from 1990-2006
(transferred school to Children’s Garden Montessori 2006-present), Chair of Northern NM Group, Rio Grande
Chapter, Sierra Club, former Board Member Vista Grande Library, member 285ALL.

| understand how difficult it may be for the SF County Planning Commission to keep up with the long and
complicated background of Joe Miller's many commercial attempts and at times even illegal (gravel pit)
developments (see article on his arrest attached) along US 285 South. Below is a short summary of his
promises made at the last years “iteration” of “proposed Cimarron Village” at the intersection of Avenida
Armistad and US 285 S, stretching south to intersection of Avenida Vista Grande — the main entrance to
Eldorado.

Santa Fe County Land Use “Agreements” with Joe Miller, developer

1. Promises made to the community and to the county by developer, Joe Miller, need to be remembered —
There will not be a Dollar store as part of his development (see attached article)

2. The multiple and highly varied “master plans” Miller has presented to the county were often “passed”
based on conditions of approval that have not been presented to the public and not been reviewed in this
most recent application.

3. The SLDC is a code many of us worked on for years with the county — along with the specific 285 Corrido
plan. Let’s not break any promises agreed to back then — and keep faith with those who want the best
outcome — that ANY new development will be approved based on the benefits it brings to the existing
community and that any significant detraction or harm to the economy, safety, or stated values of the
community reflected in the SF SLDC is allowed.

qﬁﬂ AG3ITS 548
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History of Dollar General stores nationally

1) Perpetuates economic distress — signals a blighted rural area unable to sustain a proper grocery store or
hardware store, undercuts local businesses that sell comparable dry goods and processed food, removes profit
margins which leads to local business closures (est. $2000/ month less profit for a local grocery after Dollar
General opens), post misleading advertising to bring customers in for products that are not in stock (ex. eggs)
2) Dollar stores nationally are leaving “gaping holes” in food access for thousands of rural communities and
poorer urban areas. Many cities have passed ordinances barring dollar stores from moving into their areas
(see Tulsa, OK, most recently). Dollar stores are fiercely competitive and drive each other under, leaving
abandoned properties and lots contributing to rural blight and urban vandalism.

3) Dollar General is currently under investigation by NM AG office for fraud and possible OSHA violations
relating to hazardous wiring and fire hazards for employees. Dollar General is further being investigated
nationally for financial liability regarding fraudulent (self-loan) business practices.

4) Substandard wages ($7-8/hr) keep the Dollar General employees at depressed (often part-time) wages
below the county standard — ensuring continued poverty in the area for employees.



SF County Planning Commission Case # 19-5240 Dollar General Appeal
November 21, 2019 at 4:00 PM

(Teresa Seamster) Community Concerns.

Community trust, long-standing relationships and strong business partnerships are important to the residents
of this area. People have consciously chosen to live in this semi-rural area instead of in the city where large
commercial zones increasingly surround residential neighborhoods. We value and support small, local
businesses, many owned or managed and staffed by local residents.

There is a worry about national "convenience food" chains moving in and creating a "food desert".
There is ample evidence that Dollar stores kill off local rural grocery stores by underpricing dry goods
and not carrying any fresh foods that people need for proper nutrition. (For ex, the closures of long-
time grocers: Adella's in Pecos, and B Street grocers in Mountainair).

There is already the Fina Café, a gas station convenience store and homegrown pizzeria at the Vista Grande
intersection for people traveling south on 285. All of these along with Brooks grocery at Agora will take a hit as
people who now get coffee and a pastry at Fina may see the much larger Dollar General and go for packaged
junk food or a frozen pizza instead of fresh.

Oral Comments:
The perception is that Dollar General provides "convenience and a dollar off the price", and that people
especially with less income “need” this kind of store.
Yesterday, | went over to the nearest Dollar General in Pecos and purchased 4 of the healthiest items | cou
find:

e aquart of Creamland milk (2.75),

e aloaf of Sara Lee bread ($2.95)

e acan of beans with meat ($1.85) and

e apack of 6 protein bars ($3.50) -- my total was $11.05 w/o tax.
I went to the full service Eldorado grocery — Brooks — and got prices on the same items:
My total was $11.52.
If | had wanted to save — | had the choice of buying a quart of Superfine Milk for $2.19 and my total in
Eldorado would have been $10.63 or .42 cents less than at Dollar General.

BZ2/82721 a3IqI02ITF HAITTD D4

==
General Dollar has aisles of chips, snacks, candy, sodas, a few canned goods, and one case of refrigerated mitk
and ice cream. A young woman about 7 months pregnant asked about eggs and was told “none came in.” This
low nutrition high calorie food leads to diabetes, hypertension, heart disease and obesity.

The County will be failing the local residents if they let this Dollar General slip under the CUP (Conditional Use
Permit). We need mandatory hearings that would kick in if the building were the usual 10,000sf instead of the
modified 9,000. Dollar General in Pecos got the local grocery closed years ago — it’s an amazing big corrugated
steel eyesore on an elevated concrete parking lot at the village’s biggest intersection. While all other
commercial buildings have 1-3 outdoor lights — pointing downwards — Dollar General is lit up with 13 high
intensity lights and 2 big signs. (see attached photo)

We'd like our past to be our future out here and keep the non-urbanized community we treasure.



Corner Lot

Current Mobile home residence

Proposed Dollar General (this in Pecos)
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http://www.santafenewmexican.com/news/business/ developer-plans-eldorado-quality-commercial-center-on-u-s/article_fbc3c528-41ab-5594-bead-
" ce3dg47bcab8.html

Developer plans ‘Eldorado quality’ commercial center on U.S. 285

By Bruce Krasnow
The New Mexican Mar 19, 2016

Joe Miller stands on his property Thursday off U.S. 285. For 20 years, he has tried to develop
the large swath of land across the street from the first and second entrances to the Eldorado
subdivision. After many delays, he’s now ready to move forward with his plans for Cimarron
Village. Luis Sinchez Saturno/The New Mexican

Joe Miller, 85, has spent more than a quarter of his life trying to develop 50
acres of nearly vacant land along U.S. 285 South, the highway that leads to
the Eldorado subdivision and Lamy.

Santa Fe County gave tentative approval to the initial master plan for

Cimarron Village in 1994, and it was set for final consideration by the Board

BTRZA-BZ2.721 (dITIO0ITY HAAITD D48

of County Commissioners when the panel switched its agenda to first vote
on an emergency water moratorium for the entire U.S. 285 South corridor,
putting Miller’s plans on hold.

That moratorium lasted until 2007. Then there was the matter of a lawsuit
Miller brought against the county after sheriff’s deputies entered his ranch
property near Lamy to investigate a gravel mining operation and arrested
him. He was taken to jail and eventually received a $100,000 settlement

from the government for violating his constitutional rights.

During a period when the county refused to even consider a development
application for the property, Miller put a feed lot on the parcel and
relocated cattle from his Lamy ranch along the commuting highway. And



when the county rejected his plans in 2001, he leased the land for some
" manufactured homes, which prompted one area resident to hang a banner:
“Coming Soon: Wrecked Cars and Plastic Swing Sets....Thanks to Joe Miller

- and Santa Fe County Commissioners.”

Now, after meeting with neighborhood groups and county planners, Miller
is ready to proceed with a project that he maintains meets all county zoning
codes and the highway corridor plan, and would incorporate the design

standards sought by the community.

“They didn’t want a dollar store there,” said Miller, whose daughter and
grandson are now helping him with the project.

“They know something is going to be going in there; they want it to be
Eldorado quality,” said Allen Branch, the commercial broker working with
Miller on the project.

A formal application is set to be filed with the county by the end of April,
said Branch. A formal neighborhood notification meeting is set for April 15,
and there would be a public hearing before the county Planning

Commission before final approval.

Branch hopes the project’s savvy design elements — which incorporate solar
panels, rainwater harvesting, bike and walking trails, and space for a

community garden — will generate community support.

“It’s not a typical strip center,” Branch said. “There’s more of a streetscape,

town-center type of feel to it.”

Preliminary plans for the site across the highway from Eldorado’s first and
second entrances include a 25,000-square-foot natural grocery store; an
8,000-square-foot drugstore; and 60,000 square feet of mixed-use space
for offices, galleries, banking and child care.

The project also includes 96 units of residential housing that would comply
with the county’s affordable housing ordinance, and Branch said a company

is interested in assisted senior living with memory care.

A small group of Eldorado-area residents interviewed at the Agora Center
on Friday said they understand there has been a lot of controversy about
the property and Miller has the right to move forward, but they wonder
whether there is demand for additional commercial space without hurting

existing businesses.

BTRZA-BZ2.721 (dITIO0ITY HAAITD D48



“Imagine having that much property and being cut off every time you want
" to do something,” said Tom Van Kampen, who has lived in the La Paz
subdivision since 2002. “It seems every time something controversial

» comes up, his name [Joe Miller] is right in the middle of it.”

But Van Campen added that the two existing shopping centers in the
Eldorado subdivision have several vacancies and already are competing for
tenants. “I just don’t think we need it,” he said. “There are empty spaces

»

now.

Marcia Spears-Cihon, who was waiting to meet with a recycling and
sustainability group at La Tienda shopping center, echoed that sentiment.
“I feel there is sufficient commercial [space] and we need to support these
businesses. You can see these businesses aren’t packed, and if you add

more, you're going to be stretching them too far.”

Branch said his market research indicates that a quality natural grocery
store would serve not just serve Eldorado, but residents from Pecos to

Galisteo and many of the rural communities along U.S. 28s5.

He said the 10,000 people living in the area around the project earned
nearly $304 million in 2013, and many still spend their money on food and

services in Santa Fe, which is a 30-mile round trip.

“There’s tremendous leakage,” Branch said. “People are still shopping in
town,” and that puts tremendous strain on the environment. He estimated
the project would bring $62 million in additional revenue to the county

government over 20 years.

Miller and Branch acknowledged that water remains the foremost issue for

area residents.

Even though the countywide moratorium that was placed on new
development due to water concerns has been lifted, the community-owned
Eldorado Water and Sanitation District, which serves 3,000 customers, still
experiences problems with wells and pumping stations due to aging

facilities and maintenance issues.

Danny Martinez, the private land-use consultant working on Cimarron
Village, said Miller donated a working well on the property to the water
district and it is now one of the top producers — an asset that benefits the
entire area, That was transferred in exchange for a commitment to service

the development.

“If he hadn’t given them this well, they wouldn’t have the water they have

right now,” Martinez said.
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Still, one Eldorado resident wondered why the community still struggles

* with water availability, as evidenced by the annual water restrictions and

: rationing imposed by its utility.
“I think water is a big deal out here,” said Bob Johnson, who was among
those drinking coffee at the Agora Center. “Every year we have water
restrictions, and if we can’t get enough water for the housing we have now,

how can we have more?”

Contact Bruce Krasnow at 505-986-3034 or brucek@sfnewmexican.com.

Cimarron
Village

The New Mexican
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Dollar General Appeal Key Points by 285 ALL (HWY 285 South Sustainability Alliance)

1. Impact of Cimarron Village Master Plan Evolution. The Dollar General application addresses individual
requirements of the Sustainable Land Development Code, such as Traffic, Environment, Water, etc. but
we are concerned they have been prepared and evaluated with minimal consideration of how all these
individual elements combined will impact the Cimarron Village Master Plan and the US-285 South
Corridor Community.

The Dollar General is Phase One of the Cimarron Village Master Plan, and that is a very different business from
any which were discussed in prior public meetings. When Joe Miller first presented his Plan for Cimarron
Village to our community he painted a very different picture of what this development would be. He spoke of
an organic food market, a memory care and assisted living facility and affordable housing. In a newspaper
article from this time he stated “they didn’t want a dollar store.”

https://www.santafenewmexican. com/news/business/developer-plans-eldorado-quality-commercial- center-y
on-u-s/article fbc3c¢528-41ab-5594-bc2d-
ce3d947bcab8.html?utm medium=social&utm source=email&utm campaign=user-share

AIID DAS

This is a significant change from residents prior expectations which may impact the types of businesse
in future Phases and also change the whole intent of the current Master Plan. We respectfully requestey
that the County require an analysis of the impact of the Dollar General in the context not only of the [M
current Cimarron Village Master Plan but also the existing businesses and the surrounding community )

d3dy

2. Inconsistencies and Confusion in the Process. The Dollar General application has highlighted several
inconsistencies in County information. For example: the 2019 SF-County Commissioner Districts Map ==
shows this development to be in District 4 however the Appeal specifies District 5. Further, the Countﬁ
Zoning Map Lookup function shows both the lot at 5 Camino Valle and that adjoining lot at 11 CammoN
Valle zoned as a Planned Development District, however the County Land Use Department states that\
only 5 Camino Valle is zoned as a Planned Development District. These and other inconsistencies mustN'
be addressed before proceeding any further. |-

W
There is also the real shifting of answers from the County on what Conditions of Approval were
required from Joe Miller before approval of his 2010 plan and to what extent the current SLDC Code
applies. Our understanding is that there are existing Conditions of Approval not yet met for the Master
Plan and that the Dollar General building is a back-door “lot” approach to avoiding those conditions of
Approval on the larger Plan. This proposal has undergone many changes over the years. For example,
this property is at the foot of a steep hill which was indicated for future open space — and yetis now a
commercial lot. It would be far better developed as the "organic market" or the "education center" Mr
Miller originally promoted to get public approval way back when.

Only those living within 500 feet of the proposed Dollar General have been notified which is about a
dozen people, however this development will affect approximately 10,000 people along the 285
corridor. Dollar General has presumably done an economic viability study which targets this larger
population — and certainly any further development of Cimarron Village would do the same. Given the
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potential impact on this larger community of people we respectfully request that the County provide
an efficient method to notify this larger Community of all future studies and activities related to the
proposed Dollar General development and appeal.

Need for Extensive Traffic Study. The data in the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) is no longer relevant,
nor is it sufficient, and is most certainly statistically invalid. The data provided by Dollar General to
extrapolate current and future traffic flow is based on past survey dates and does not address traffic
volume issues of the next 10 years. In specific, the report includes only four dates of two hours each
over a 12 year period. Traffic counts were collected on March 5 of this year from 7-9am and 4-6pm;
additional counts on October 15 and 16, 2014 same times and August 7, 2008 same times. In addition
there are no breakouts on personal cars and truck traffic, and we know that there have been several
fatalities from truck and car collisions.

This Summer & Fall have seen a significant increase in real estate sales, new restaurant activity and

population growth in our area, whereas the past 10 years of real estate sales and development along
US-285 South has been relatively slow. A new TIA study should be performed which takes these more
recent changes into account and models more accurate projections.

3 248

We respectfully ask the County to include an analysis of large trucks and semis making turns off 1-25
and US-285. One concern is the issue of semis exiting |-25 at high speeds and being funneled into a
restrictive space entering US-285; another is large vehicles changing lanes in a very short distance fro
the bottom of the off-ramp to the traffic light in order to access or egress the proposed development
as well as tight turning at the traffic light which may cause crossing into the adjacent lane. This is an
area of steady traffic to and from business in the area (Café Fina, the future CBD dispensary, etc.) as
well as the access ramp to I-25. Additional concerns are turning maneuvers in and out of the parking
lot utilizing a narrow one-lane which is also utilized by home owners behind this proposed
development.

History of Traffic Concerns. Community and State representatives have been concerned with traffic
safety along the 285 Corridor. In fact, a traffic safety town hall was recently held with Senator Peter
Worth and Rep Matthew McQueen, along with several senior representatives of NMDOT, which
emphasized how additional cross traffic will undermine traffic safety. We respectfully request that the
County order a detailed UNM 10-year Traffic study of human causes and human factors of area
accidents. If that study cannot be done or its results are not conclusive, we further request that the
County ask for detailed traffic data at the two intersections with traffic lights similar to the data
collected through NM DOT in Silver City, to identify the actions required to improve intersection traffic
safety.

EIRZ/BZ/21 dIqICHTAd My

Environmental & Fire Safety Concerns. We believe that because of the particular configuration of the
land an environmental impact study is necessary. Lot 5 has steep terrain of high sloping hillsides to the
south and beyond. A 9,000 sq ft building and associated parking lot will take up the available land in
this location and will not provide space or absorption capacity for large-scale run-off. Intense rainfall
events are likely to provide water and mud run-off that could create dangerous driver safety



SF County Planning Commission Case # 19-5240 Dollar General Appeal
November 21, 2019 at 4:00 PM

issues, as well as secondary erosion concerns. We respectfully request that the County require an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to be extended to the adjoining lots both to the east and to the
south and fully address the environmental impact of development in an area challenging terrain and
vegetation, etc.

Given that the Dollar General is Phase One of the Cimarron Village Master Plan, which may stimulate
additional Phase expansion of the larger proposed development, we believe there should be mapping
to include updated fire issues and County Fire Marshal requirements. We respectfully request that the
developer or the County utilize County LiDar data to provide a detailed map of current fire risk in the
key areas of the 285 South Corridor Community. The goal should be to help address wildfire threats
and develop steps, beyond having a fire hydrant, to reduce the risk of wildfire in an area that has seen
most of a hillside burned and still has the burn scar.

6. Predatory Business Model. This is a business that has already proved itself to not have the
community’s best interest at heart. In fact New Mexico Attorney General Balderas has an open suit
against Dollar General. We respectfully request that the County investigate and report to the 285

South Corridor Community the status of that suit.

https://www.nmag.gov/uploads/PressRelease/48737699%ae174b30ac51a7eb286e66 1f/AG Balderas Files Suit_against Maj
Discount _Chain_Dollar General.pdf
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Nationally since 2000 Dollar General has been fined $48,826,614 for employment discrimination, accounting
fraud, wage violations, workplace safety and health violations, consumer protection and environmental
violations.

https://www.osha.gov/news/newsreleases/region4/11182014

Studies show that dollar stores offer a false economy and were less affordable per unit than big box
retailers Walmart or Costco. A growing number of municipalities have been adding zoning bylaws to
discourage dollar stores. Dollar Generals stifle local competition and hurt the communities they're serving.

https://www.osha.gov/news/newsreleases/region4/11182014

Dollar General is not a welcome addition to what is a fragile retail environment. The applicant is associated
with a chain that has misled and deceived consumers. The articles below tell the destructive nature of the

dollar stores corporate strategy of aggressive expansion. Their business model is predatory in nature and has a
proven record of destroying other businesses, especially local food markets. We have a real time example with
Adella’s in Pecos. On the 285 South Corridor the impact on local business owned and staffed by area residents
could be significant.

BIBZ/BZ.72T1T aITI0OTI

Numerous recent newspaper articles like the October 17 New York Times piece on Tulsa, OK shows
communities across the country pushing back.
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/11/15/opinion/sunday/tulsa-dollar-stores.html?searchResultPosition=1

A strong argument attesting to the predatory nature of Dollar Stores
https://www.npr.org/sections/monev/2019/04/26/717665452/episode-909—do|Iar-stores-vs—lettuce
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7. Additional Costs. The Fiscal Impact Assessment (FIA) concentrates on County costs associated with
additional public facilities and services required by such development, and the feasibility for financing
such facility and service costs. Given the record of fiscal impact this particular type of business has had
on previously existing surrounding businesses, there is concern about potential long-term overall
reduction in economic income and taxable revenue to the County. Certainly the OSHA reports
mentioned in this Hearing document that fact. The FIA also does not include the increased and
significant costs of continued County and State resources monitoring and managing Dollar General
infractions. We respectfully ask that the FIA be supplemented by an assessment of the fiscal impact on
existing businesses and individuals in the 285 South Corridor Community, focusing on the cost to
existing businesses and future tax revenue.

8. Community Values & Character. Community values, local business tone and character are important
to the residents of this area. People have consciously chosen to live in this semi-rural area instead of i
the city and not where large commercial zones are adjacent to neighborhoods. These are communitiegd
that value small, local businesses, many of which are owned or managed and staffed by local residents,
If you examine a listing of these businesses, either in the Agora or at La Tienda, you will see a focus on
personalized services and healthy, fresh produce offerings.

13

There is a worry about national "food" chains moving in and creating a "food desert" since there is
ample evidence that Dollar stores kill off local rural grocery stores by underpricing dry goods and don
carry the more expensive fresh foods that people need. (For ex, the closures of long-time grocers
Adella's in Pecos, and B Street grocery in Mountainair).

2721 aIqaocoday Xy

There is already a gas station convenience store and pizzeria at the Vista Grande intersection for people
actually traveling south on 285, and a popular local eatery at Cafe Fina just to the north of exit 290. All of
these along with eateries and Brooks at Agora and La Tienda will take a hit as people who would get coffee
and a scone at Fina may see the much larger Dollar and go for the packaged junk food or a frozen pizza instea
of fresh. "Convenience and a dollar off the price" is why national Dollars overwhelm local enterprise. These
stores have also been associated with increased ACI and diabetes, hypertension, etc.)

EIRZ.AB

The County is failing the residents by letting Dollar slip under the CUP (Conditional Use Permit and the
mandatory hearings) by considering a 9000 sf instead of the usual 10,000 sf building. It's the first step to this
corridor going the way of Santa Fe - major commercial all along I-25 entering what used to be an open vista
leading to a secluded historic city. We'd like our past to be our future out here and show we can keep what we
treasure.
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ADDENDUM

e OSHA News Release - Region 4

U.S. Department of Labor

Please note: Information in some news releases may be out of date or may no longer reflect OSHA policy.

Nov. 18,2014

Dollar General in Brooklyn, Mississippi, cited for
repeat safety hazards; more than $51K in fines proposed
Discount retailer has history of OSHA violations

BROOKLYN, Miss. - Dollar General Corp. was cited by the U.S. Department of Labor's Occupational Safety and Health
Administration for four repeat safety violations following an August 2014 inspection at a retail store located on Highway 49 in
Brooklyn. OSHA initiated the inspection in response to a complaint. Proposed penalties total $51,700.

248

"This is another example of a corporation not sharing safety information with all its employees. These violations have been
cited previously in other Dollar General stores across the country," said Eugene Stewart, director of OSHA's Jackson Area
Office. "The employer's failure to protect workers from basic fire and electrical hazards is unacceptable and needs to be
addressed immediately throughout the company."

Repeat citations were issued for the employer's failure to ensure that exit routes, fire extinguishers and electrical access panels
were not blocked by merchandise, display racks or supplies. Additionally, the employer failed to inspect portable fire
extinguishers annually.

A repeat violation exists when an employer previously has been cited for the same or a similar violation of a standard,
regulation, rule or order at any facility in federal enforcement states within the last five years. This employer was previously
cited for these same violations in 2010. Since 2009, OSHA has conducted 72 inspections of Dollar General nationwide. Of
those inspections, 39 have resulted in citations.

Dollar General, headquartered in Goodlettsville, Tennessee, is a discount retailer that employs more than 90,000 workers
nationwide. Workers are typically engaged in stocking shelves and selling merchandise. The company has 15 business days
from receipt of its citations and proposed penaities to comply, request a conference with OSHA's area director or contest the
findings before the independent Occupational Safety and Health Review Commission.

TRZ-82721 a3IqI0OTT HAJIITO
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To ask questions, obtain compliance assistance, file a complaint or report workplace hospitalizations, fatalities or situations
posing imminent danger to workers, the public should call OSHA's toll-free hotline at 800-321-OSHA (6742) or the agency's
Jackson Area Office at 601-965-4606.

Under the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970, employers are responsible for providing safe and healthful workplaces
for their employees. OSHA''s role is to ensure these conditions for America's working men and women by setting and enforcing
standards, and providing training, education and assistance. For more information, visit http://www.osha.gov.
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e From Wikipedia

Studies found that dollar stores lacked fresh produce and nutritious food, and were
less affordable per unit than big box retailers Walmart or Costco. Originally opened
with local tax incentives, a growing number of municipalities have been adding zoning
bylaws to discourage dollar stores.[60] Dollar stores tend to create fewer jobs and
lower wage jobs than independent grocery stores.[61] Additionally, Dollar Generals
stifle local competition, hurting the communities in which they're serving.

e hitps://www.osha.gov/news/newsreleases/region4/11182014
In November 2014, Dollar General was fined $51,700 by the Occupational Safety and
Health Administration (OSHA) following an inspection of a Brooklyn, Mississippi,
branch of the store. The statement from OSHA notes that Dollar General has had
repeated health and safety violations: "Since 2009, OSHA has conducted 72
inspections of Dollar General nationwide. Of those inspections, 39 have resulted in
citations."[66] In April 2016, OSHA reported that further citations had been given to th
store for exposing employees to the risk of electrical hazards due to missing face
plates on electrical outlets. The store was fined $107,620.[67] In December 2016,
OSHA has noted that some Dollar General stores continued to block fire exits
with merchandise disregarding safety violations resulting in several fines
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e Dbig class action.com
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$8.3M General Dollar Unpaid Overtime Class Action Settlement Reached. November 25, 2014
Lucy Campbell, big class action.com

Los Angeles, CA: An $8.3 million settlement agreement has been approved by a federal judge i
Alabama, potentially ending an unpaid overtime class action lawsuit pending against Dollar
General. The lawsuit alleged the discount retailer failed to properly pay store managers for
overtime, in violation of the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA). The lawsuit date back to 2006.

EIRZ/B

Specific allegations against Dollar General and its subsidiaries and sister companies, are that
they required the store managers to work as much as 90 hours per week and misclassified them
a exempt from overtime, even though they generally spent less than 10 hours weekly
performing managerial duties. The settlement will cover some 2,722 individual claims
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e violationtracker.goodjobsfirst.com

Violation Tracker Parent Company Summary

Parent Company Name: Dollar General

Ownership Structure: publicly traded (ticker symbol DG)

Headquartered in: Tennessee

Major Industry: retailing

Specific Industry: retail-discount stores
Penalty total since 2000: $48,826,614
Number of records: 98

Top 10 Primary Offense Penalty Number of

Types Total Records

employment discrimination $19,475,383

accounting fraud or deficiencies $10,000,000

wage and hour violation $9,151,792

employment screening violation $4,080,000

workplace safety or health violation $2,995,351

consumer protection violation $2,850,000

environmental violation $174,088

product safety violation $100,000

Primar g Penalty
Company b—fﬂe—n—s—g Type _5- Agency Amouqt
r :

Dolgencorp, Inc. gggrlﬁ%/ irr?aet?ct)n %g E\E/S;a?tl- $18.750,000
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. accounting fraud 20
Dollar General Corporation or deficiencies 05 SEC $10,000,000
private
Dolgencorp ot g‘r:‘d hour fg lawsuit- $8.304.518
federal
private
employment 20 S
Dolgencorp, Inc. screening violation | 15 lawsuit $4.,080,000
federal
. consumer 20
DG Retail, LLC protection violation | 19 VT-AG $1,750,000
consumer 20
Dollar General protection violation | 19 NY-AG $1,100,000
DG Retail, LLC d/b/a Dollar wage and hour 20
General violation 17 MA-AG 500.000
private
Dolgen California az&%g:d hour fg lawsuit- $300.000
federal
employment 20
Dolgencorp LLC discrimination 16 EEOC $277.565
private
employment 20 o
Dollar General discrimination 09 lawsuit $220,318
federal
THE DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety | 20 | ¢, 0 $209.578
or health violation 16
DOLLAR GENERAL environmental 20
CORPORATION violation o8 | EPA 155.823
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety | 20 | g, $117.579
or health violation 16
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety | 20 | g\ $109.638
or health violation 17
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety | 20 | g, $109.637
or health violation 16
Dollar General workplace safety fg OSHA $109.553

or health violation
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workplace safety 20
DOLGENCORP, LLC or health violation 15 OSHA $109,500
DOLLAR GENERAL
workplace safety 20
CORPORATION, STORE or health violation 15 OSHA $105,820
#3627
DOLGENCORP ING workplace safety | 20 | g, $105.820
or health violation 16
Dollar General Corporation workplace safety 20 OSHA $103,576
or health violation 17
product safety 20
Dollar General Corp. violation 09 CPSC $100,000
DOLGENCORP, LLC workplace safety | 20 | o, $80,000
’ or health violation 17
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20
CORPORATION or health violation | 14 | OSHA 75,000
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20
CORPORATION or health violation | 15 | OSHA 72,000
workplace safety 20
DG RETAIL LLC or health violation 16 OSHA $70,400
: employment 20
Dollar General Corporation discrimination 18 EEOC $70,000
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety | 20 |y p $70.000
or health violation 16
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety | 20 | gy, 0 $68,000
or health violation 16
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20
CORPORATION or health violation | 15 | OSHA 67.980
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20
CORPORATION or health violation | 16 | OSHA 67,680
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20
CORPORATION or health violation | 16 | OSHA 62.146
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20
CORPORATION or health violation | 15 | OSHA 61,800
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DOLGEN CORP OF TEXAS, | workplace safety 20
INC or health violation | 17 | OSHA 60.977
workplace safety 20
DOLGENCORP, LLC or health violation 15 OSHA $55.000
workplace safety 20
Dollar General Inc. or health violation 17 OSHA $54.324
DOLLAR GENERAL INC workplace safety | 20y n $54.324
: or health violation 16
DOLGENCORP. LLC workplace safety | 20 g, $50.001
; or health violation 16
employment 20
Dolgencorp, LLC discrimination 11 EEOC $50,000
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20
CORPORATION or health violation | 18 | OSHA 50,000
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20
CORPORATION, STORE or health violation 14 OSHA $49,830
#4800
employment 20
Dolgencorp, LLC discrimination 13 EEOC $47.500
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety | 20 | 1,0 $47.500
or health violation 16 |
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20
CORPORATION or health violation | 16 | OSHA 42,994
DOLLAR GENERAL #1412 | Workplace safety | 20 | o\ $41.157
or health violation 16
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20
CORPORATION or health violation | 15 | OSHA 39.600
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safet 20
CORPORATION, STORE # P , _y OSHA $36,300
4800 or health violation 15
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20
CORPORATION or health violation | 17 | OSHA 36,000
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workplace safety 20
DOLGENCORP., LLGC o ety | 23| osHA $33.535
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20
CORPORATION or health violation | 14 | OSHA $33.000
. employment 20
Dollar General Corporation discrimination 15 EEOC $32,500
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety | 20 | g, $32.000
or health violation 14
DOLGENCORP. LLC workplace safety | 20 | 4o, 0 $28.050
: or health violation 15
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety | 20 | yq n $27.920
or health violation 14
employment 20
Dolgencorp, LLC discrimination 14 EEOC $27.,500
workplace safety 20
DOLLAR GENERAL #09587 | WOTKPIace safely | 20 | ogy i $27.500
DOLLAR GENERAL STORE | Workplace safety | 20 | o)) $27.120
or health violation 04
DOLLAR GENERAL. ING workplace safety | 20 g, $25.575
’ - or health violation 00
| DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20
CORPORATION. STORE norpiace saley 1 20 osHA $24.944
43627
DG DISTRIBUTION workplace safety 20
MIDWEST. LLC or health violation | 17 | OSHA 24.390
DOLLAR GENERAL INGC workplace safety 20 | yq, 0 $22.450
: or health violation 16
DOLLAR GENERAL STORE | workplace safety 20
#7495 or health violation | 13 | OSHA 17.000
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety | 20 |y, $16.500
or health violation 12
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20
CORPORATION or health violation | 11 | OSHA 16.100
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workplace safety 20

DOLGENCORP, LLC or hoalth violation | 18 OSHA 15.244

DOLLAR GENERAL wage and hour 20

CORPORATION viofation 13 | KY-DWS $14,082
workplace safety 20

DG RETAIL LLC or health viotation | 16 | OSHA 14,080
wage and hour 20

Dolgencorp LLC el 13 | WHD 13.863
workplace safety 20

DOLLAR GENERAL #4730 o hoalth vieaton | 17 | OSHA 13,000

DOLLAR GENERAL environmental 20

CORPORATION violation 06 | EPA 13.000

DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20

CORPORATION or health violation | 18 | OSHA 12,934

DOLLAR GENERAL STORE | workplace safety 20

#11579 or health violation | 13  COSHA 12.920

DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20

CORPORATION or health violation | 05 | OSHA 12,300

DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20

CORPORATION or health violation | 11 | OSHA 12.000

DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety | 20 g\ $11.000
or health violation 03

DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20

STORE#12501 of health violation | 14 | OSHA 10.500

DOLLAR GENERAL #4536 workplace safety | 20 | 4o\ $10,000
or health violation 04

DOLLAR GENERAL STORE | workplace safety 20

#4329 or health violation | 10 | OSHA 10.000

DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety | 20 | 4o\ $9.250
or health violation 07

DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20

CORPORATION or health violation | 15 | OSHA 9.000
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wage and hour 20
Dolgencorp,LLC violation 15 WHD $8,379
workplace safety 20
DOLLAR GENERAL or health viopaticn | 14 | OSHA $8,306
DOLGEN MIDWEST. LLC workplace safety | 20 | g, 0 $8.000
: or health violation 17
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety | 20 | g, ) $7.000
or health violation 10
DOLLAR GENERAL #12340 | Workplace safety | 20 | o, o $7.000
or health violation 11
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20
CORPORATION or health violation | 04 | OSHA 6.500
workplace safety 20 $
DG RETAIL, LLC or health violation 08 OSHA 6,300
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20
CORPORATION or health violation | 13 | OSHA 6.220
DOLLAR GENERAL workplace safety 20
CORPORATION #9517 or health violation | 12 | OSHA 6.000
DOLLAR GENERAL STORE | Worklace safety | 20 | o\ $5.940
or health violation 04
DOLLAR EXPRESS STORES | workplace safety 20
LLC or health violation | 16 | OSHA $5.781
Dollar General Corporation, wage and hour 20
LLC violation 13 | WHD 5,673
DOLGENCORP. LLG workplace safety | 20 | o)\ $5.488
: or health violation 18
DOLLAR GENERAL STORE | Workplace safety | 20| o\, $5.440
or health violation 03
wage and hour 20
Dolgencorp of Texas, Inc violation 14 WHD $5,277
DOLLAR GENERAL environmental 20
CORPORATION violation o9 | EPA 5.265
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DOLLAR GENERAL STORE workplace safety 20
#9393 or health violation | 14 | OSHA 5.250

workplace safety 20

DOLLAR GENERAL, INC. or health violation 00

OSHA $5.100

DOLGENCORP DBA

workplace safety 20
2DE§)11(_)LAR GENERAL STORE or health violation | 14 OSHA $5,000

Note: our penalty amounts include not only fines and monetary settlements but also costs such as
supplementary environmental projects or consumer relief that companies are often compelled to
undertake as part of settlements. If the settlement includes fines paid to state governments, those are
included as well.

o ABC news, Feb. 12. 2016

Multiple lawsuits have been filed across the country against Dollar
General. The suits claim DG is misleading consumers by selling obsolete
oil on the same shelves as oils meant for newer cars without giving
“adequate warning.”

¢ Independent Lubricant Manufacturers Assn. August 27,2019

New York’s Attorney General announced yesterday a collective $1.2 million
settlement with Dollar General, Dollar Tree and Family Dollar for selling expired
products, including obsolete motor oils, and for failing to accept empty bottles
under the State’s bottle deposit law.

« SAN DIEGO, CA / ACCESSWIRE / August 23, 2017 / The Shareholders
Foundation, Inc. announces that a lawsuit is pending for certain investors in NYSE
DG shares against Dollar General Corp. over alleged Securities Laws violations.
On January 18, 2017, a lawsuit was filed against Dollar General Corp. over alleged
securities laws violations. The plaintiff claimed that the defendants made false
and/or misleading statements and/or failed to disclose that the announced
limitations on Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program ("SNAP") benefits
would have a material impact on the Company's financial performance because
56% of Dollar General's stores are located in states that re-implemented time
limitations on SNAP benefits in 2016, and therefore the impact of SNAP reductions
would be disproportionate to the percentage of the Company's overall sales
comprised of SNAP payments.
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Doliar General Appeal
Comments by Thomas L. Seamster, PhD
104 Vaquero Road

Santa Fe, NM 87508

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Dollar General Appllcatxon | would like to
make FOUR interrelated points.

POINT ONE: Land Use has reviewed the Application but primarily focusing on the 2.53 acre Lot.
This Application must be re-evaluated from a full master plan and Community perspective.

POINT TWO: this appeal process requires better communication between County and
Community by resolving all DISCREPANCIES including:
1. County maps show the Development to be in District 4 while Land Use says District 5;
2. The County website map shows Two Adjoining Lots zoned as PDs but Land Use says
there is just the one.
3. Does the County Code apply? Some told NO and some YES.
4. IF YES, what specific parts of the Code apply?, and
5. Which of the many Cimarron Village Master Plans applies?

All discrepancies must be resolved before proceeding with this process.

POINT THREE: Community and State representatives are very concerned with traffic safety
- including these two issues that have yet to be addressed:
1. The Max Coll Corridor rate of development is now increasing compared with the past 10
years;
2. Any US-285 South changes will have unintended consequences that can only be
identified by modeling the next 5 and 10 years

qHo003d HAJ3ITS 548

POINT FOUR: Therefore,
~ 1. The County should order a detailed UNM Traffic Research Unit study of the human
causes of accidents along the Max Coll Corridor.
2. The County should request NMDOT to collect and analyze detailed traffic data at the tw
key intersections like they collected in Silver City.
3. The County should request Collection and analysis of
a. vehicle counts
b. vehicle speeds
c. axel classification
d. and most importantly intersection turning movement

ETNZ/BZ/21 a=

and model that over the next 5 and 10 years.

The Community looks forward to working with the County. THANK YOU
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http://www.santafenewmexican.com/news/business/ developer-plans-eldorado-quality-commercial-center-on-u-s/article_fbc38

ce3dg47bcab8.html
Developer plans ‘Eldorado quality’ commercial center on U.S. 285

By Bruce Krasnow
The New Mexican Mar 19, 2016

Joe Miller stands on his property Thursday off U.S. 285. For 20 years, he has tried to develop
the large swath of land across the street from the first and second entrances to the Eldorado
subdivision. After many delays, he’s now ready to move forward with his plans for Cimarron
Village. Luis Sénchez Saturno/The New Mexican :

Joe Miller, 85, has spent more than a quarter of his life trying to develop 50
acres of nearly vacant land along U.S. 285 South, the highway that leads to
the Eldorado subdivision and Lamy.

Santa Fe County gave tentative approval to the initial master plan for

Cimarron Village in 1994, and it was set for final consideration by the Board
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of County Commissioners when the panel switched its agenda to first vote
on an emergency water moratorium for the entire U.S. 285 South corridor,

putting Miller’s plans on hold.

That moratorium lasted until 2007. Then there was the matter of a lawsuit
Miller brought against the county after sheriff’s deputies entered his ranch
property near Lamy to investigate a gravel mining operation and arrested
him. He was taken to jail and eventually received a $100,000 settlement

from the government for violating his constitutional rights.

During a period when the county refused to even consider a development
application for the property, Miller put a feed lot on the parcel and
relocated cattle from his Lamy ranch along the commuting highway. And



when the county rejected his plans in 2001, he leased the land for some
manufactured homes, which prompted one area resident to hang a banner:
“Coming Soon: Wrecked Cars and Plastic Swing Sets....Thanks to Joe Miller

and Santa Fe County Commissioners.”

Now, after meeting with neighborhood groups and county planners, Miller
is ready to proceed with a project that he maintains meets all county zoning
codes and the highway corridor plan, and would incorporate the design

standards sought by the community.

“They didn’t want fcl dollar store there,” said Miller, whose daughter and
grandson are now helping him with the project.

“They know something is going to be going in there; they want it to be
Eldorado quality,” said Allen Branch, the commercial broker working with
Miller on the project.

A formal application is set to be filed with the county by the end of April,
said Branch. A formal neighborhood notification meeting is set for April 15,
and there would be a public hearing before the county Planning

Commission before final approval.

Branch hopes the project’s savvy design elements — which incorporate solar
panels, rainwater harvesting, bike and walking trails, and space for a

community garden — will generate community support.

“It’s not a typical strip center,” Branch said. “There’s more of a streetscape,

town-center type of feel to it.”

Preliminary plans for the site across the highway from Eldorado’s first and
second entrances include a 25,000-square-foot natural grocery store; an
8,000-square-foot drugstore; and 60,000 square feet of mixed-use space

for offices, galleries, banking and child care.

The project also includes 96 units of residential housing that would comply
with the eounty’s affordable housing ordinance, and Branch said a company

is interested in assisted senior living with memory care.

A small group of Eldorado-area residents interviewed at the Agora Center
on Friday said they understand there has been a lot of controversy about
the property and Miller has the right to move forward, but they wonder
whether there is demand for additional commercial space without hurting

existing businesses.
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“Imagine having that much property and being cut off every time you want
to do something,” said Tom Van Kampen, who has lived in the La Paz
subdivision since 2002. “It seems every time something controversial

comes up, his name [Joe Miller] is right in the middle of it.”

But Van Campen added that the two existing shopping centers in the
Eldorado subdivision have several vacancies and already are competing for
tenants. “I just don’t think we need it,” he said. “There are empty spaces

»

now.

Marcia Spears-Cihon, who was waiting to meet with a recycling and
sustainability group at La Tienda shopping center, echoed that sentiment,
“I feel there is sufficient commercial [space] and we need to support these
businesses. You can see these businesses aren’t packed, and if you add

more, you're going to be stretching them too far.”

Branch said his market research indicates that a quality natural grocery
store would serve not just serve Eldorado, but residents from Pecos to

Galisteo and many of the rural communities along U.S. 285.

He said the 10,000 people living in the area around the project earned
nearly $304 million in 2013, and many still spend their money on food and

services in Santa Fe, which is a 30-mile round trip.

“There’s tremendous leakage,” Branch said. “People are still shopping in
town,” and that puts tremendous strain on the environment. He estimated
the project would bring $62 million in additional revenue to the county

government over 20 years.

Miller and Branch acknowledged that water remains the foremost issue for

area residents.

Even though the countywide moratorium that was placed on new
development due to water concerns has been lifted, the community-owned
Eldorado Water and Sanitation District, which serves 3,000 customers, still
experiences problems with wells and pumping stations due to aging

facilities and maintenance issues.

Danny Martinez, the private land-use consultant working on Cimarron
Village, said Miller donated a working well on the property to the water
district and it is now one of the top producers — an asset that benefits the
entire area. That was transferred in exchange for a commitment to service

the development.

“If he hadn’t given them this well, they wouldn’t have the water they have
right now,” Martinez said.
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Still, one Eldorado resident wondered why the community still struggles
with water availability, as evidenced by the annual water restrictions and

rationing imposed by its utility.

“I think water is a big deal out here,” said Bob Johnson, who was among
those drinking coffee at the Agora Center. “Every year we have water
restrictions, and if we can’t get enough water for the housing we have now,

how can we have more?”

Contact Bruce Krasnow at 505-986-3034 or brucek@sfnewmexican.com.

Cimarron
Village

Eldorado

The New Mexican
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