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MINUTES OF THE 

CITY OF SANTA FE / SANTA FE COUNTY 

REGIONAL PLANNING AUTHORITY  

Tuesday, June 19, 2007 

4:00 PM 

Santa Fe, New Mexico 

 

The meeting of the City of Santa Fe / Santa Fe County Regional Planning Authority (RPA) was 

called to order by Co-Chair Harry Montoya at approximately 4:10 PM on the above-cited date in 

the County Commission Chambers in the County Administration Building. 

 

ROLL CALL 

County Commissioners present:   
Paul Campos 

Harry Montoya 

Jack Sullivan      

Virginia Vigil (arrived at 4:40 PM) 

 

City Councilors present:   City Councilors Excused: 

Miguel Chavez    Rebecca Wurzburger, Chair 

Mayor David Coss 

Matthew Ortiz (arrived after roll call) 

Santa Fe RPA Staff: 

Mary Helen Follingstad, Executive Director 

County of Santa Fe Staff Members:  City of Santa Fe Staff Members: 
Colleen Baker, Open Space and Trails  Anne Lovely, Assistant Attorney 

Jack Kolkmeyer, Land Use  

Judy McGowan, Planning 

Stephen Ross, Attorney 

 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 Commissioner Campos moved to approve the agenda, seconded by Commissioner 

Sullivan and approved unanimously. 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM THE MAY 15, 2007, REGULAR MEETING AND 

MAY 2, 2007, PUBLIC MEETING OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING AUTHORITY 

(RPA) 

 Mayor Coss moved to approve the notes of May 2, 2007, seconded by Commissioner 

Sullivan and approved unanimously. 

 



Santa Fe City/County Regional Planning Authority – Tuesday, June 19, 2007 Page 2 of 17 

Since they were not in attendance on May 2, 2007, Councilor Chavez and Commissioner 

Campos abstained from voting. 

 

Commissioner Campos asked if Ms. Follingstad personally reviewed the minutes and if she 

considered them accurate. 

 

Ms. Follingstad replied that she reviews and edits the minutes and that they are accurate to the 

best of her knowledge.  She added that, for the minutes of May 15, she requested a verbatim 

transcript on the road discussion and revised part of it based on consultation with other staff 

members. 

 

 Commissioner Campos moved to approve the minutes of May 15, 2007, seconded by 

Commissioner Sullivan and approved unanimously. 

 

Since they were not in attendance on May 15, 2007, Mayor Coss and Councilor Chavez abstained 

from voting. 

 

REGIONAL PLANNING AUTHORITY BUSINESS 

 

� Approval of RPA FY 2008 Budget 

 

Ms. Follingstad explained that her memorandum outlines the RPA budget since its inception in 

2000.  She stated that the basic budget for FY 2008 is $228,063.  She explained that, if the RPA 

continues its activities, revises the JPA and begins work on implementation of the RPA Future 

Land Use and Growth Management Plan (Land Use Plan), it will need to hire consultants or 

professional staff. 

 

Councilor Chavez commented that any additional staff time spent in reviewing minutes, as per 

the question from Commissioner Campos, should be factored into the budget 

 

 Councilor Ortiz moved to approve the RPA FY 2008 Budget, seconded by Mayor 

Coss.   
 

Commissioner Sullivan asked if there is a mechanism to streamline the process of the city 

reimbursing the county for its half of the RPA budget so that the funds are not delayed. 

 

Ms. Follingstad replied that an invoice has been prepared by Teresa Martinez, Santa Fe County 

Finance Director, which will be submitted to the city budget director, Katherine Raveling, for the 

city’s half of the RPA’s activities for fiscal 2007. 

 

Councilor Chavez said he planned to vote against approval of the RPA FY 2008 budget.  He 

stated he did not feel that the accomplishments of the RPA warrant any further investment from 

county or city financial or human resources. 

 

Commissioner Campos asked if Councilor Chavez was looking to disband the RPA. 
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Councilor Chavez said he felt that, if the RPA was serious about long-term strategic planning, 

the resources of city and county staffs, who are competent to do the RPA work, should be pooled 

to more effectively use these resources. 

 

The motion was voted upon and approved 5-1, with one nay vote cast by Councilor 

Chavez. 

 

� Set date for public hearing on RPA Annexation Strategy; review recommendation 

for the RPA Annexation Strategy 

 

Councilor Chavez asked if the public hearing was for the same area where the RPA has already 

held hearings and received a great deal of opposition for any annexation. 

 

Ms. Follingstad replied the hearing would be for the study map area that the city adopted by 

resolution and that the RPA has been using as a place and point of beginning to study as its 

annexation responsibility pursuant to the RPA Joint Powers Agreement (JPA). 

 

Councilor Chavez stated that this area, for all practical purposes, is populated, has existing 

conditions and is very much built out.  He said it does not make sense for any municipality to 

consider annexing built-out areas without the ability or the consideration of annexing areas that 

have not been built out.  He could not see how one can be done without the other because of the 

fiscal impact.  This came up during the development and adoption of the Southwest Area Master 

Plan (SWAP).  It has been known for a long time that many of the residents in that area, who 

consider it rural, do not look at annexation favorably.  Holding a public hearing will not produce 

any positive benefit to build on for annexation.  

 

Ms. Follingstad reviewed her handouts, which included Resolution 2006-29 for a city initiated 

annexation that established the annexation study map.  The excerpt from the Proposed 

Annexation Strategy put together by the RPA staff in 2002 includes goals, guiding principles, 

and a map.  This strategy has been pursued by the RPA for the last six months by including the 

public in its deliberations.   

 

Ms. Follingstad then referred to her June 19 memorandum, the first paragraph of which is a quote 

from the language in the RPA JPA regarding the development of a recommended annexation 

plan and recommended zoning districts, based on the Land Use Plan.  During the last nine 

months, the RPA has studied the map, has held three public meetings and has canceled one 

public meeting.  In April 2007, the RPA passed a resolution recommending annexation of the 

small areas east of St. Francis Drive, areas 15, 16 and 17, which is pending Chair Wurzburger’s 

signature.  Also in April 2007, the RPA accepted a work plan determining that a public hearing 

date be set on an Annexation Recommendation.   

 

In reviewing the issues delineated on the second page of the memorandum, Ms. Follingstad 

added that city staff has been working to help locate the water and sewer agreements for areas 4 

and 5 with the city of Santa Fe and the Sangre de Cristo water company that include a no contest 

paragraph regarding annexation in exchange for service.  These agreements were put together 

when PNM owned the water company and were approved by the Metropolitan Water Board. 
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For purposes of discussion, Ms. Follingstad presented a spreadsheet entitled Proposed 

Annexation Recommendation that listed proposed areas for annexation and the method and 

purpose. 

 

Councilor Ortiz suggested that the Authority set the date for the public hearing on the 

Annexation Strategy prior to discussion of the proposals by staff.  He said the August 21 RPA 

regular meeting date would be appropriate and would allow further discussion at the July 17 

meeting.   

 

Commissioner Campos disagreed and said he felt it would be more appropriate to discuss the 

proposals, section by section, to determine if there is a consensus prior to scheduling a public 

meeting. 

 

Councilor Chavez stated that the intent of the resolution was to do comprehensive annexation to 

the boundaries of I-25 and NM 599, not to start pealing away sections that are more desirable 

than others to annex.  The spreadsheet as presented proposes picking and choosing the methods 

of going to the municipal boundary commission and petition annexation, which is what has been 

going on all along.   

 

Mayor Coss agreed that there is no product to take to a public hearing to discuss.  He stated that 

the three public meetings that were held were a reality check for him because the public that 

came did not want the annexation.  He did not feel that there would be any point in holding more 

public meetings without more agreement from the Authority. 

 

Commissioner Sullivan said he was confused about Councilor Chavez’ statements that appeared 

contradictory about wanting to annex only vacant area, not built-up area.  But then Councilor 

Chavez said he did not like the county map because it had different recommendations for built-up 

areas than it did for vacant areas.  Commissioner Sullivan said it seemed that Councilor Chavez 

was coming up with a new city policy that is different from the resolution.   

 

Councilor Chavez clarified his position and said that he supports annexation.  He pointed to the 

fact that the EZC and the EZA continue to approve development and that it makes no sense for 

the city to annex areas that are built up without the possibility of annexing areas that have not 

been built up because the revenue from the vacant areas will be needed to offset the cost of 

annexation.   

 

Commissioner Campos suggested that the Authority move on in its discussions, rather than 

debating arguments that have been rehashed over the last several years.  He requested that they 

look at what staff is proposing and go from there to see if consensus can be obtained. 

 

Commissioner Montoya pointed to the first proposed areas, which are the donut holes of 15, 16, 

17, and noted that action has been taken and a resolution recommended. 

 

Ms. Follingstad stated that the resolution has been processed by the city and county attorney staff 

and that a public hearing will still be needed. 
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� Discussion on Areas 3 and 8 

 

Commissioner Campos said that he had suggested area 3 be considered for annexation with 15, 

16, 17, but there were boundary or development issues that needed to be looked at in detail.   

 

Ms. Follingstad referred to a letter received from a resident of area 3 that states there is support 

from the property owners for annexation.  The resident would like to have similar zoning to that 

which the city granted to Jeff Branch, the San Isidro project and Lowes.  The zoning for that 

follows the SWAP, which was incorporated into the RPA Land Use Plan and adopted by the city 

and the county, does include a transition area to be less intense as it nears Rufina and more 

intense as it nears Cerrillos Road.  The ideal would be to create a transition area between Agua 

Fría Village and the Cerrillos Road area. 

 

Commissioner Campos said the zoning of areas for annexation is not clear and there appears to 

be a conflict. 

 

Councilor Ortiz said he has carefully reviewed the Land Use Plan and he does not see anything in 

it that requires that the city and the county, through the RPA, have to agree on the zoning districts 

as part of the annexation strategy.  His understanding is that the RPA recommends what areas are 

to be annexed, then those going through the annexation go through the city zoning process, 

which could be done in a number of ways.  It could be done as a sort of default, where everything 

is all one and the developer would propose the zoning.  Or it could be through the results of a 

larger planning process such as was done with SWAP, where general plan amendments designate 

proposed zoning,  then the city council decides when they accept the annexation what those 

zoning districts are.  He stated he cannot find any authority, be it the RPA, the county or the 

EZA, that has ability to bind the city with respect to properties that are annexed, which is entirely 

a function of the city’s zoning process. 

 

Councilor Ortiz added he wants to be on record as saying that, for any agreements that are made 

or for any of the parcels that are agreed upon, the last process is the position that the city will 

take. 

 

Commissioner Campos pointed to the quote in Ms. Follingstad’s memorandum from Santa Fe 

Regional Planning Authority Joint Powers Agreement, Section I.B.3.  Purposes, “To develop 

recommended zoning … based on the RPA Land Use Plan …”  He stated it is the obligation of 

the Authority to make recommendations for the zoning districts and that he disagreed with 

Councilor Ortiz’ position, which takes away a great part of the RPA’s responsibility, and that the 

JPA does bind both the city and the county.  If there is a recommendation for annexation with the 

zoning districts and the city council says no, he felt it would be up to the RPA to reconsider 

whether it would want to recommend that annexation. 

 

Councilor Ortiz reiterated that the actual implementation of the zoning that occurs is entirely a 

city function, which is a function of amending the general plan if necessary.  It is a matter of 

assigning zoning to the general plan classifications for any particular property, in the case of an 

owner initiated annexation or in the case of a larger planning process, and would be the result of 
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ENN public participation.  He stated for the record that the RPA has no authority, under either 

the JPA or the Land Use Plan, to bind or obligate the city in any way.   

 

Commissioner Campos countered he would like to be clear on the record that, if the city rejects 

the districting recommendation, it comes back to the RPA to decide whether to propose 

annexation at all.  He felt that Councilor Ortiz’ recommendation would undermine six years of 

work that the RPA has done. 

 

Councilor Chavez agreed that the RPA is a recommending body and has no jurisdiction to 

enforce any ordinances or to impose any land use on anyone.  When people are already living in 

built-out areas that are proposed for annexation, such as areas 3 and 8, the land use decisions will 

have to fit the existing conditions.  The RPA has discussed a rural protection zone, which would 

not change through annexation, for the people that want to keep their rural way of life but still do 

not want to be annexed and become part of the city.  He said that the density in those areas is 

changing, not by the actions of the RPA, but by the actions of the EZC and the EZA.  He pointed 

out that area 10 is being discussed and development is taking place there now.   

 

Mayor Coss said he agreed with Councilor Ortiz’ analysis of city legal authority vis-à-vis land 

use, zoning and annexation and that the RPA is a recommending body.  He said he felt that the 

RPA has done a lot of good planning work in terms of the Land Use Plan and even zoning 

districts, but did not feel especially hopeful about coming up with a unified annexation 

recommendation.  He said the letter from the resident in area 3 proves a point.  She wants to be 

annexed if she gets the land uses she wants and if no one else wants those land uses, don’t annex 

them.  He stated that people who live in area 3 have certain expectations and land uses, and they 

will not all agree, regardless of what the RPA says is a zoning district for the area.   

 

Mayor Coss thanked Commissioner Vigil for being the leader in taking annexation to the public 

for discussion.  He agreed with Commissioner Campos that, for years, the RPA has been asking 

to stop doing annexation piecemeal and has recommended a unified plan.  However, he did not 

think that the RPA had a full grasp of political or economic reality when talking about a unified 

plan.  He stated that it would take just one landowner to stop an annexation petition at the 

boundary commission process, regardless whether it is RPA recommended or city recommended.   

 

Mayor Coss went on to say that he does not think the city should petition the boundary 

commission for small parcels of land that are built out, because landowners are already saying 

they do not want it or that they will oppose annexation if they do not get it exactly the way they 

want it.  He felt that any annexation in areas 3 and 8 should be owner petition. 

 

Commissioner Campos disagreed and said he felt that areas 3 and 8 clearly should be in the city.  

He said he still feels that the RPA should come up with a districting plan in areas that are vacant 

and submit the districting plan and the zoning plan to the city.  If it is rejected, then it would 

come back to the RPA to decide what to do. 

 

Councilor Ortiz commended Commissioner Campos for his forward thinking and stated that his 

particular scenario was ingenious in its scope at some level.  He stated that, to not mince words, 

the Authority was really talking about one particular vacant land.  In the end, if that zoning 
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district is somehow not accepted by the city, under Commissioner Campos’ proposal, it would 

have to come back to the RPA.  Commissioner Ortiz suggested that was completely far afield of 

the JPA between the city and the county creating the RPA, the Land Use plan itself, and 

recognized procedures for going through an annexation for any municipality, not just the city of 

Santa Fe.  While that might serve for the one particular vacant parcel that the city and county are 

currently in litigation on, it does not necessarily follow from the agreements made at the RPA. 

 

Councilor Ortiz added that, given what the mayor said and given the perspective that has 

illuminated him in listening to the hundreds of county residents who do not want to be in the city, 

it is apparent to him that areas 3, 4, 5, 6 and 8 should be listed for owner petition annexation.  He 

pointed out that there are a number of property owners within those areas who are probably 

receiving city utilities and who specifically said that they would not oppose a city annexation.  

Once that list is obtained, those are the properties within those areas that the city would go 

forward with to the municipal boundary commission.   

 

Councilor Ortiz then asked why the county is taking such a hard position on area 14, the Rodeo 

Grounds, which is entirely surrounded by the city.  He said it is the very definition of a donut 

hole, and yet the county is recommending that it remain within the county.  He suggested that 

area 14 be considered as part of the other donut holes, 15, 16 and 17. 

 

Commissioner Vigil said she recalled the rationale for area 14 was that it is the county 

fairgrounds and that the county extension connections for New Mexico State University by 

statute to counties is strong and irreversible.  The county has invested in a great deal in 

infrastructure there and it does not make sense to get that annexed, despite the fact that it is 

surrounded by city.   

 

Commissioner Vigil addressed the letter from the resident in area 3 and said that property is 

contiguous to Jeff Branch’s property.  Because the resident has written to the RPA and stated 

information in her desire to be annexed, the RPA would be able to expedite that desire if it 

actually implemented an annexation decision for that area.  She stated that, from her perspective, 

to annex it makes sense and to include the zoning recommendation for it to buffer the Agua Fría 

THC.  The north side of the THC has a different scenario, it remains rural and needs buffering, 

but the southern part is slowly and increasingly becoming very urbanized.  She felt that the city 

will continue to be petitioned for further development in the strips and pieces of land there.  She 

suggested a recommendation be developed that says this area should be annexed with a mixed-

use component creating a buffer closer to Rufina.  Unfortunately, because no such decision has 

been made, there is no strategy or recommendation for such a broad sweep to be taken to the 

boundary commission.  While these are hard decisions to make, Commissioner Vigil felt that, 

with the patterns of development that have already occurred in that area, the city needs to annex 

what makes sense for the future of the community.  She concluded that she felt areas 3 and 8 

should be city petition. 

 

Following some discussion with Commissioner Campos and Councilor Ortiz about the 

consequences of annexation for the two-mile and five-mile boundaries, Commissioner Vigil 

asked if there was staff present to speak to this. 
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Ms. Lovely responded and stated that the two-mile boundary is by agreement and does not extend 

out with annexation.  The five-mile boundary changes when an area on the exterior boundaries of 

the city is annexed.  

 

Ms. McGowan concurred that the two-mile boundary is strictly by agreement, and in some 

instances the city limits extend outside the two-mile boundary, because it is a zoning action.  

Property owners would have to be notified and property rezoned if that boundary is extended.  

The five-mile boundary is, by statute, automatic and extends when there is an annexation.  It has 

to be agreed to that this is indeed the new five-mile boundary whenever annexation happens, 

both for the staff and for the public.  In the past, the five-mile boundary has been mapped by 

taking the external boundaries of the city limits and averaging a five-mile buffer around the city.  

While there have been some annexations, the city has not proposed a new five-mile boundary for 

approval, so it has not changed in a number of years.  If area 1 were to be annexed, it would 

extend the five-mile boundary.  There is an official process for amending the maps so that 

everybody concerned knows where the boundary is. 

 

Commissioner Sullivan agreed that areas 3 and 8 should be city petition; otherwise, owner 

petition will generate more donut holes.  He added that he felt areas 3, 4, 5, 6 and 8 should all be 

included in one city petition.  In the public meeting held at the GCCC, there was a large 

contingent from the Town & Country Subdivision, and they were opposed to it as a whole group.  

However, at the meeting held for residents in the Airport Road area, there was some opposition, 

but not that kind of consensus.  There were people who said they thought annexation would be 

all right.  If nothing is done, small, piecemeal annexations will continue to take place and the 

donut holes will continue to multiply, which is not good planning.  He felt that the RPA should 

recommend the areas for city petition to the boundary commission and stand behind its 

recommendation. 

 

In response to Chair Montoya’s request, Councilor Ortiz said he felt that areas 3 and 8 should be 

owner petition only. 

 

Councilor Chavez replied that, if the RPA is going to recommend any areas for annexation to be 

taken to the boundary commission, it should not be done piecemeal.  The RPA needs to develop 

a comprehensive annexation plan. 

 

Chair Montoya said he felt that areas 3 and 8 should clearly be city petition to plug the donut 

halls.  He concluded that four members suggest city petition, two suggest owner petition, and one 

who does not agree. 

 

Commissioner Vigil stated she agreed with Councilor Chavez that the boundary commission 

would be more receptive to a recommendation by a joint authority such as the RPA.   

 

Councilor Ortiz said he did not hear Councilor Chavez saying he would be against 

recommending the annexation, but that he would be against the process of separating the areas 

and doing the recommendation piecemeal.  Councilor Ortiz added that, from his perspective, he 

was being receptive to the wishes of the particular individuals who came to the public hearing.   

 



Santa Fe City/County Regional Planning Authority – Tuesday, June 19, 2007 Page 9 of 17 

Councilor Chavez clarified that the purpose of recommending I-25 and NM 599 as the boundary 

was to establish a comprehensive, easy-to-read city boundary and to remove the jagged edges.  

Except for the county fairgrounds, Agua Fría Village, and areas 7 and 19, it does not make sense 

to do half through the petition method and the other half through owner petition method, which is 

what is currently happening.   

 

Commissioner Campos said he agreed with Commissioner Vigil to go forward with 3 and 8, 

which is good planning, avoids piecemeal zoning and creates consolidation.  He raised the issue 

of district zoning and said, if areas 3 and 8 are going to be recommended for annexation, it 

should be subject to zoning districts recommended by the RPA.  If they are rejected, it comes 

back to the RPA for further discussion. 

 

� Discussion on areas 4, 5 and 6 

 

Commissioner Campos noted that areas 4, 5 and 6 have major utilities that were extended by 

PNM and by the city, and the promise from the city for 20 or 30 years has always been to annex 

and take care of it.  The EZA members have voted almost unanimously for approval after 

approval of any development that comes out of there.  He felt that the city has a moral obligation 

to annex this area. 

 

Mayor Coss commented that for the past 20 or more years people from these areas have come to 

the city council for water approval with the assurance that it is totally consistent with what the 

county land use people told them to do.  He said that Ms. Follingstad has shown him the list of 

all the entities that promised not to oppose annexation, but the people that signed those 

documents are long gone.  He pointed to the many people at the meeting who said they did not 

want any part of being in the city.  He pointed to the difficulty the police department is having in 

recruiting police officers.  He pointed to the $2 million cost estimate it would take the city to 

staff up and serve the area.  He said he rejected Commissioner Campos’ suggestion that annexing 

areas 4, 5 and 6 is the city’s moral obligation, which will cost the city $2 million.  While at the 

same time, the county wants to keep all the vacant land that would have the capability to help 

cover those costs.  To conclude, he stated that he opposed city petition and that he knew the areas 

would be annexed through owner petition. 

 

Councilor Chavez said he would say owner petition for 4, 5, and 6 as well.  He added it is not 

that he does not want to annex the suggested areas, but it is not realistic for the city to annex 

those areas if it cannot annex the other areas like 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 that would generate the 

millions of dollars the city will need to provide the services it is going to be expected to provide 

following annexation. 

 

Councilor Ortiz stated that the residents of areas 4, 5 and 6 are largely unrepresented, even 

though they are paying for city services.  The city provides fire services there.  

 

He recalled that, when he worked as county staff 15 years ago, this area was being developed 

because thecity, through the EZA, agreed to extend services and approve developments.  At that 

time, PNM and the city were rubberstamping utility extension agreements.  Currently, the county 

is perpetrating the same strategy in areas 7, 9, 10 and 11 that it is now complaining about in areas 
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4, 5, and 6.  Through the auspices of the EZA, the county is approving developments that will 

continue to press on city services and will be dependent upon city services, and yet will not be in 

the city.  Because of this he stated his position in agreement with the mayor that 4, 5 and 6 only 

come in on an owner annexation.  From his perspective, any city petition for 4, 5 and 6 would be 

dependent on what would happen with 7, 9, 10 and 11.   

 

Commissioner Sullivan said he felt that areas 4, 5, and 6 should be city petition backed by a joint 

agreement from the RPA, which would have more standing than the city having to battle alone 

with those in opposition, as has happened in the past. 

 

Commissioner Vigil stated that historically most of the issues the county deals with are rural in 

nature.  It is at the apex of decisions that have been part of the history of the county, because 

growth is within the county, and it needs to identify its boundaries to have some clarity with 

growth.  She said she left the Airport Road area public meeting most strongly impressed by the 

fact that just about everyone there was very adamantly opposed to be annexed.  She felt that, 

because the city and county joint services are so well coordinated in that area, those people have 

no incentive for annexation.  However, in looking at what makes sense, in terms of geography, 

the future of the municipal city government, Airport Road and the connection to the airport, it 

seemed to her that the city should petition for this area.  Otherwise the status quo of piecemeal 

owner petitioned annexation will continue.  She added, however, that she did not understand the 

underlying premise that the city will not want to annex areas 4, 5 and 6 if they cannot also annex 

areas 7, 9 and 10. 

 

Commissioner Montoya said that, based on all of the discussion, he could go either way in his 

decision, but based on what he heard from those residents, he would suggest owner petition just 

because of the fact that they do not want to be annexed by the city.  He did not think it was worth 

the fight by the city at the boundary commission.   

 

Councilor Chavez said he would tend to agree with that premise, because the city did try to annex 

a portion of that area and was unable to mostly because of resistance from the residents.  As a 

result, the city has been unable to do any comprehensive planning in that southwest sector, which 

was going to be addressed by SWAP.   

 

He went on to say that the boundary commission asks two fairly basic questions.  Is the area 

that’s being considered for annexation contiguous to the city limits and can that municipality 

provide the services within a reasonable length of time.  In areas 4, 5 and 6, areas 3 and 8, and 

areas 15, 16 and 17, the city is providing about 60% of the water and 80% of the sewer, and there 

are MOUs between the city and county to provide public safety and emergency medical service 

and fire.  It has been very expensive approving developments through the EZC and the EZA with 

overlapping jurisdiction and duplication of services.  If the city is not going to go to the boundary 

commission with all of the areas, then they should all be owner petition.   

 

Commissioner Montoya said, at this point, he understood the only areas with consensus are areas 

14, 15, 16 and 17 as outlined on the spreadsheet entitled Proposed Annexation Recommendation.   

 

� Discussion of areas 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 
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Commissioner Campos said he did not know what sense it would make to proceed with a 

positive recommendation on anything, because the discussion has been ended by the city 

councilors and the mayor, unless they get exactly what they want.  The idea behind the EZO, a 

joint ordinance, was to create infrastructure, so there could be annexation.  Now there is an area 

that could be annexed and has infrastructure, areas 4, 5 and 6, but the city councilors will not 

agree to annex it. 

 

Councilor Ortiz said he would like to continue and to hear the discussion from the county 

members of the RPA on areas 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13.   

 

Commissioner Campos said he feels the discussion is really about Las Soleras.  He felt that the 

city wants it because it will be able to generate money from that area to pay for other things that 

they are already obligated to do.  He still felt that the city has a moral obligation to annex areas 4, 

5 and 6.  But on the other hand, the city cannot say where the water is coming from to develop 

area 10 in order to have it generate money.   

 

In answer, Councilor Ortiz reviewed the history of Las Soleras.  He said there are five 

landowners composed of the majority of the interest in area 10.  Of those five, one landowner 

was never a part of the agreement to jointly develop the property as proposed by the current 

developers of Las Soleras.  In 2001, that developer, purportedly on behalf of all five landowners, 

went through an extensive general plan amendment process through the city, for which they 

received approval.  After that, he said that the record becomes muddy.  In public pronouncements 

by counsel for the developer, they contend that they have been asking for annexation.  And yet, 

Councilor Ortiz said, there is no record of any actual petition for annexation in the city, nor is 

there a record in the court papers. 

 

Councilor Ortiz went on to say, in that intervening event, through discussions, presumably with 

county officials, the developer, again purportedly for five landowners, came forward and asked 

for different variances, which they received from the EZA.  Those variances were based upon the 

approval of a village center that requires a certain amount of acreage.  In their representation to 

the EZA and to the county, they said the property for which they were coming in for a variance 

was going through an annexation procedure that was actually successful.  This is the property 

north of Governor Miles Road that was annexed into the city.  The developers also purported to 

represent that they had the interest of the same property owner who had property south of 

Governor Miles Road, and they used that as part of their representations in receiving variances 

from the county and from the EZA for the size of their village market.   

 

Councilor Ortiz said the reason why he thinks that area 10 should be a part of the annexation 

strategy is some of the same arguments given by Commissioner Campos for why Airport Road 

should be part of the city.  It is consistent with compact urbanization and reasonable planning.  

All of the development that has been approved by the EZA and by the county south of I-25, such 

as Rancho Viejo and the Community College District, is funneling into the city and has a direct 

impact on the city’s water and sewer infrastructure, and in particular a direct impact on the traffic 

infrastructure along Richards Avenue, Rodeo Road, Zia Road and Cerrillos Road.  Because of 
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the increase in traffic that has been generated from outside the city, the city has had to invest 

millions of dollars.   

 

Councilor Ortiz noted that, should Las Soleras have come forward through general plan 

amendment, they would have had to go through a zoning process, which was where the 

developers decided that they did not want to go through the city mechanism.  The city compels 

developers to bring their own water and does not recognize that the lease of water rights is a 

sustainable source of paper water.  At the time, the city made as a priority requirement the 

building of affordable housing in any particular development, and the Las Soleras developers did 

not want to be subject to that requirement.   

 

Councilor Ortiz asked if the county representatives on the RPA will make the same mistakes as 

their predecessors in saying they know better than the city and will listen to the wishes of the 

developer to remain in the EZ, so that they can develop along the lines that are more relaxed than 

they would have to be if they came into the city.  He predicted that, through such development, 

twenty years down the road the residents in those communities will have the same kinds of issues 

that are now being experienced on Airport Road.  He said that is why he has always contended 

that the more undeveloped areas of 9, 10 and 11 should be annexed as a part of the city. 

 

Councilor Ortiz then addressed specifically areas 12 and 13, and said those residents have the 

perception that the city’s land use process is more complex and more time consuming, which it 

is.  They have the perception that it is relatively easier to remain in the county and get their 

development projects approved than it is to remain in the city, which it is.  They believe that their 

wells are going to hold out, and so they are not in need of a municipal water source.  

Understandably, the residents in areas 12 and 13 want to keep the status quo and he said he is 

more respectful of those interests. 

 

From Councilor Ortiz’ perspective, he could see the two large tracts of land in areas 4, 5 and 6 

and 9, 10 and 11 as mirror images and being two sides of the same coin.  One side of the coin is 

the result of being developed and receiving the relatively easy approvals of the EZA, the EZC 

and the county processes.  The other side of the coin is the undeveloped parcels that want to 

continue on that same track. 

 

Commissioner Campos said he appreciated the information, but he did not think that Councilor 

Ortiz answered any of his questions relative to area 10. 

 

Mayor Coss added that the city was always willing to provide the water for Las Soleras, but the 

developer was not willing to follow the city’s requirements, so they went to the county and the 

status quo was perpetuated.  All of the plans being discussed by the RPA to close the donut holes 

and make a good urban boundary where urban services are provided were undone as far as a land 

use planning exercise.  Since that is the way the county has chosen to go and the city has been 

accused of not providing the water, Mayor Coss said he would like to see the public document 

and lease arrangement for how it is the county is providing the water for that development, who 

is paying for it and how it will get to Las Soleras. 
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Councilor Chavez added that, while the RPA has been going to public meetings and taking 

public comment, he has not heard anything about public input regarding area 10. 

 

Commissioner Campos said he would be curious to hear about the city’s water plan for Las 

Soleras.  Regarding the EZA, landowners there have a legal constitutional right to proceed and be 

heard.   

 

Mayor Coss replied that the ordinance is straightforward.  If a development is proposed, the 

developer tells the city how many acre feet are needed, and those acre feet are brought through 

the city system.   

 

� Discussion for consensus 

 

In an effort to summarize the discussion, Commissioner Sullivan said it would be good to review 

the members’ preferences for annexation.  He said that, at one point, he heard from the city 

members that it would be all or nothing, but then he said he heard Councilor Chavez say, with 

the exception of areas 1A and 18.  With regard to area 10, Las Soleras, he asked what the city’s 

recommendation would be from the RPA.  He said he heard areas 1A, 1B and 14 mentioned as 

not appropriate for annexation.  The conflict points seem to be areas 7, 9, 10 and 11.  Forgetting 

what has happened in the past, he asked for a response from Mayor Coss. 

 

Mayor Coss said his personal opinion was not to hold up on areas 1A, 1B, 2, which is state trust 

land, and 18 on the east side.  His thoughts on areas 11, 12, 13 and 14 are based on his opinion of 

the public meeting.  If progress could be made to go forward jointly on areas 4, 5, 6, 9 and 10, he 

said he would try to sell that to the council. 

 

For clarity, Commissioner Sullivan restated the mayor’s personal opinion that he would not 

object to not annexing areas 1A, 1B, 2, 7, 18 and 19.  He said they were now down to discussion 

of areas 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10 and 11, leaving out areas 12, 13 and 14.  This leaves the disagreement 

points of areas 9, 10 and 11, which include the outlet stores and the vacant land behind it, Las 

Soleras, cleaning up Airport Road and the areas that are outlined in the SWAP, and what is left 

over in the Lowe’s development, area 3. 

 

Mayor Coss said he agreed with what Commissioner Sullivan had outlined, and while he felt area 

3 should be annexed, he would advocate going to the boundary commission for the packet that 

includes areas 9 and 10, areas 4, 5 and 6, and areas 3 and 8. 

 

Commissioner Sullivan restated that Mayor Coss had said he would accept areas 3, 4, 5 and 8, 

even though it costs the city more money in terms of police protection, with the counterbalance 

to the costs the city would experience being picked up in areas 9 and 10. 

 

Councilor Chavez said he would agree with and be in support of that approach, because it 

addresses the concerns that he has had all along.  However that leaves areas 11, 12 and 13, which 

have some build out.  Those are areas that special rural protection zoning districts could be 

developed for and can stay as ranchettes and still be folded into the city.  This would remove 
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ambiguity about who is in the city and who is in the county, which would be a big 

accomplishment.  The fiscal impact would eventually dissipate somewhat as time goes on. 

 

Councilor Chavez said he would agree to go to the boundary commission with areas 15, 16, and 

17; 3 and 8; 4, 5 and 6; and 9 and 10.  This would make sense, because they would be accepting 

responsibility for the areas that are already built out, and still planning jointly through the Land 

Use Plan and SWAP that would be implemented in those areas.  If the RPA is in lock step with 

the city and county, he felt they could take the political heat and prove to the citizens in that area 

that they will do a better job of planning in the future.  He added that he would like to make a 

motion to direct staff to pursue the city petition for his aforementioned areas.  Following short 

discussion, consensus was reached to add area 11 to this group of areas. 

 

Commissioner Campos said he was not ready to vote on this and said he would like to take this 

proposal to county staff for their input on the details of what it means. 

 

Commissioner Vigil agreed and said she feels the RPA can identify the areas and what the city is 

willing to annex.  She would like to know what the consequences would be before directing staff 

to move forward.   

 

� Discussion on public hearing for areas 15, 16 and 17 

 

There followed discussion on whether it was necessary to hold a public hearing on areas 15, 16 

and 17.  It was generally decided that the RPA would not be ready for a public hearing until it has 

decided on the annexation strategy.  Also, once the city takes the proposals to the boundary 

commission, which is a public hearing, it will be required to hold many more public hearings 

through the ENN process. 

 

The agreed-to evaluation alternative will be brought back to the July 17 RPA regular meeting as 

an agenda item.   

 

� Review of Trails and Open Space projects proposed for funding with the Regional 

GRT 

Ms. Colleen Baker presented a priority list of staff identified trails and parks projects.  She 

explained this has been a joint effort between city and county staffs and the County Open Lands 

and Trails Planning and Advisory Committee (COLTPAK).  The city has taken this proposal to 

the Bicycle Trails Advisory Committee as well.  This is a joint effort to identify projects to serve 

residents regionally.  Using a large display map, Ms. Baker described the area along the Santa Fe 

River corridor and said the particular section being focused on is Camino Alire to NM 599.  The 

first phase is Camino Alire to Siler for a pilot project that is about equal between the city and 

county. 

 

Commissioner Campos asked how this would be managed. 

 

Ms. Baker explained these are regional systems that are planned to be managed as a joint project 

so that the user will not notice the difference between the city and county parks.  What is 
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purchased under open space and trails program would be a county park or trail and under city 

acquisition would be a city park or trail.  Whichever entity acquires the land for the project will 

manage it, but it is hoped development of trails could be managed as a joint project. 

 

Commissioner Sullivan asked if any acquisition with the county GRT commits the county to 

maintaining the trails and parks. 

 

Ms. Baker replied that the plan is to pool different moneies and package them whether the funds 

are  the joint regional GRT, city capital improvement monies, or resulting from a grant proposal 

to the state legislature for acquisition.  Such monies  will help both the city and the county.  Right 

now, the high dollar needs are for acquisition, restoration and trail, and it will be a matter of 

figuring out which funding source is best suited for each of the needs.   

 

Commissioner Sullivan said he felt this would require a JPA between the city and county if 

county GRT funds are used to acquire land in the city.   

 

Commissioner Vigil asked where the GRT is coming from. 

 

Ms. Baker replied the GRT is a quarter cent county tax that is divided between water, roads and 

other, and open space and trails.  15% of the total is dedicated to open space and trails and  half 

goes to joint projects and half to county only projects.   

Commissioner Campos asked what provisions have been made for maintenance, which can be 

very expensive.  He said that a regular maintenance plan needs to be done with financing through 

a regular, committed flow of tax money. 

 

Ms. Baker replied that staff is trying to build an open space and trails program to have 

maintenance and management capacity.  In other situations, i.e. the Dale Ball Trails, this joint 

planning with the city, using an MOU, maximizes the best use of both staffs and strengths.  

There is an ongoing planning process to build capacities within the programs both at the city and 

county departments.  They are also working to build the partnerships already in existence with 

other organizations, whether nonprofits or communities, to build stewardship capacity with 

residents once it is built out.  San Isidro Park is in a private area where they are working on 

building a citizen stewardship. 

 

Commissioner Vigil asked where COLTPAK is with the recommendations. 

 

Ms. Baker replied they had some questions and mostly wanted more explanation of what money 

is being used on the Railyard Park.  She has been working with Mr. Brian Drypolcher at the Trust 

for Public Land on this. 

 

Mayor Coss stated that the San Isidro River Park is beautiful and commended Ms. Baker, county 

and COLTPAK staff.  He said they have worked well with city staff and that, as all the trails get 

completed, they will be a great testament to the collaboration between the city and county staffs. 

 

Ms. Baker said it has been a pleasure working with the city staff through such a cohesive process. 
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Commissioner Montoya asked what was needed for the Dale Ball Trail project. 

 

Ms. Baker replied this is a new development, and the county is working with the city on how to 

maintain the trail now that Dale Ball himself has stepped out of it.  She said that the GRT cannot 

be used for maintenance and they will need to develop a different funding strategy for 

maintaining the trails.  There are two new additional pieces and the GRT can be used to develop 

them. 

 

MATTERS FROM THE AUTHORITY 
 

Commissioner Campos pointed to the piecemeal annexations that are occurring around the city 

and said it does not seem the city is complying with requirements for annexation.  He asked for a 

response from the city and said he would like to have information as to why the city is not going 

through the correct process, even though the RPA is still talking about a comprehensive 

annexation plan. 

 

Councilor Ortiz said he believed that the annexation issues Commissioner Campos was referring 

to are all owner petition driven.  Just as the county residents have the opportunity to go through 

an EZ process, those owners also have the ability to go through an annexation process.  He added 

that, just as Commissioner Campos correctly told Councilor Chavez that the city has no business 

telling the county not to take people who want to come to them, the county has no business in 

inquiring of the city as to who is applying for annexation.  In the Las Soleras subdivision, one of 

the landowners who was misrepresented to be part of that development has made an application 

for annexation. 

 

Commissioner Campos said he considered that another non-response.  

 

Commissioner Vigil said she thinks there needs to be more informal discussions about the issues 

to keep the lines of communication open, because she gets more educated about what is 

happening and without such discussions, they lose their best intentions.  Unfortunately, decisions 

many times are made based on hearsay and incomplete information.  She said that she did not 

know about some of the information disclosed tonight about Los Soleras.  She said there is no 

position she is taking other than that the developer is receiving their due process.   

 

Following more discussion about annexation process and affordable housing, Chair Montoya 

commented that he felt this discussion has been helpful because he had not been aware that there 

were multiple partners in Las Soleras.  He suggested that the city and county occasionally get 

caught between the developers telling them different things.  He agreed that it is good to keep the 

lines of communication open to avoid confusion and misunderstanding. 

 

COMMENTS FROM RPA STAFF 

 

Ms. Follingstad announced that Council Wurzburger will be chairing the June 17 meeting and 

that Commissioner Montoya will be away at the NACO meeting.  The election of a new chair 

and vice chair will be on the agenda. 
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ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business to come before the RPA, this Regular Meeting was adjourned at 

approximately 7:00 PM. 

 

The next regularly scheduled meeting of the RPA will be at 4:00 PM, Tuesday, July 17, 2007. 

 

  Approved by: 

 

  ____________________________________ 

  Co-Chair, Regional Planning Authority 

  Harry Montoya, Commissioner, County of Santa Fe 

Minutes transcribed and drafted by:  Kay Carlson 


