
• MINUTES OF THE 

SANTA FE COUNTY 

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE 

SPECIAL MEETING 

Santa Fe, New Mexico 

April 29, 2010 

This special meeting of the Santa Fe County Development Review Committee 
(CDRC) was called to order by Chair Jon Paul Romero, on the above-cited date at 
approximately 6:13 p.m. at the Santa Fe County Commission Chambers, Santa Fe, New 
Mexico. 

• Roll call preceded the Pledge of Allegiance and indicated the presence of a 
quorum as follows: 

Members Present: Member(s) Excused: 
Jon Paul Romero, Chairman Susan Martin, Vice Chair 
Don Dayton Jim Salazar 
Maria DeAnda 
Juan Jose Gonzales 
Charlie Gonzales 

Staff Present: 
Jack Kolkmeyer, Land Use Administrator 
Robert Griego, Planning Manager 
Tim Cannon, GIS 
Renee Villareal, Community Planner 
Arnie Valdez , Senior Planner 
Melissa Holmes, Planning Department 
Andrew Jandacek, Transportation Planner 
Steve Ross, County Attorney 
Ted Apodaca, Assistant County Attorney COUNTY OF SANTA FE 
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• III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
 

There were no changes to the agenda, which was accepted without opposition.
 

IV. NEW BUSINESS 
A. Sustainable Land Development Plan (Public Hearing) 

Exhibit I: Staff Power Point 
Exhibit 2: Input on Energy Policy 
Exhibit 3: Changes Suggested by United Communities a/Santa Fe 
Exhibit 4: Input on Transportation Element 
Exhibit 5: Input on Governance Issues 
Exhib it 6: Input Water Issues 
Exhibit 7: Input on Governan ce Issues 
Exhibit 8: Changes Suggested by Member C. Gonzales 
Exhibit 9: Changes Suggest ed by Rebecca Frenkel 

Chairman Romero said there had been good public comment at the last meeting 
and he thanked those who have taken the time and effort to be involved. Tonight 
comments will be heard on Chapters 7 through 14. He said he was confident that all 
comments will be reviewed by staff. "Not everyone 's going to get what they want," but 
he felt in the end there will be a Sustainable Land Development Plan and Code they can 
build upon for the future. 

• Mr. Kolkmeyer introduced his staff said they will not be going over the comments 
from the previous meeting tonight but rather in the interests of time will tackle Chapters 7 
through 14. On May 13th all of the comments will be analyzed. Final recommendations 
will be made on May 2ih

. At that point the CDRC will determine whether the plan is 
ready to go forward to the Board of County Commissioners. 

By way of introduction, Mr. Kolkmeyer covered some key points. First, what is 
the point of the Sustainable Land Development Plan? It is primarily a philosophy for 
crafting future rules, regulations and ordinances. It is a guide . It also provides directives 
for County organization for programs and options. Thirdly, it 's a pathway for solving 
County problems. 

There are four ways the plan will be implemented: the code, which will have 
specific design standards; the CIP or funding mechanism; the strategic plan; and the 
Growth Management Department. 

In response to those who claim suggestions aren't being included, Mr. Kolkmeyer 
said everything has to go through an internal review process. The document continues to 
be tweaked and the dialogue continues. 

Arnie Valdez, Senior Planner listed the changes suggested for Chapters 7 through 
15 as outlined in the memorandum. This covers the topics of Renewable Energy, Green 
Design and Development, Public Safety , Transportation, Water and Wastewater, Public 
Facilities and Financing, Housing, and Governance. 

• Planning Manager Robert Griego highlighted the outstanding issues and concerns 
as the plan stands now. [Exhibit 1J He stressed that the existing community plans will be 
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• honored but the process itself is evolving to make use of community organizations (Cas) 
and registered organizations (ROs) . Roles will be clarified. The new process requires a 
public participation plan, community accounting and specific planning elements. cas can 
develop a work plan and are recognized by the Commission. This is outlined in Chapter 
14 that speaks of rights and responsibilities. These organizations can participate and 
make recommendations on development applications and plans , and provide input on the 
CIP. 

ROs are recognized by the Administrator rather than the BCC , and they can 
receive notices about plans and participate but lack the same rights of cas. Work 
remains to be done to make the process clear to the participants. 

Next steps include analyzing comments received and formulating 
recommendations based on input. 

The chair acknowledged the presence of County Commissioner Kathy Holian. 

Chairman Romero asked when work on the code would begin, and what would 
the process be. Mr. Kolkmeyer explained work won't begin on the code until after the 
BCC adopts the plan, perhaps in June . 

Chairman Romero said he was hopeful a consensus could be reached, and he 
opened the hearing to public comment. 

• Those wishing to speak were placed under oath. 

William Mee from the United Communities of Santa Fe County said his group 
understands the need for moving the plan forward rapidly , but some items have been left 
out and they feel Chapter 14 needs more work. They have modified the proposed flow 
chart. The suggested changes fall into three categories: changes that need to be added and 
translated into the code, changes that can create actionable planning, and other changes 
that will make a better document and process. 

David Bacon spoke to the question of energy. [Exhibit 2J He referred to two 
recent incidents involving fossil fuels and its negative aspects. He recommended the book 
Who Owns the Sun ? He spoke in favor of locally owned and controlled energy, not least 
of which is economic benefit and creating jobs. A key issue is efficiency. Water 
continues to be a major concern. 

Toni Olson from San Pedro offered change s to Chapter 8: In the essay on the top 
of page 135, end of the second paragraph, delete iv. . . .whose equipment in those portions 
of the building or structure that use energy to provide for industrial manufacturing or 
commercial purposes. She felt this is too sweeping an exemption to energy efficiency. 

Secondly, also page 135, Minimum energy efficiency requirements, Roof 
coverings that meet one of the following standards will be installed on new roofs and on 

• 
existing roofs that are being reroofed: 1. Reflective non-glare roof coverings that are 
Energy Star qualified. 
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• On Section 8.2.2.1, page 137, omit the last sentence. Increased density premiums 
will be available for multiple residential dwellings, unit developments in all rural zoning 
districts. Townhouse density should not be encouraged in rural areas due to excess ive 
water use. Or it could be added : "Unless this conflicts with the community plan affected 
and unless restrictions are established in such developments for using water easily. 

Mr. Mee suggested adding a new strategy to Chapter 9, Public Safety. [Exhibit 3] 
"A developer should contribute to public safety infrastructure." This could consist ofland 
or funds for substations for the Fire or Sheriffs Department. Another new strategy , 28.3.1, 
"Developers should provide adequate fiberoptics and other telecommunications 
infrastructure to enhance public safety." There are other minor changes included in 
Exhibit 3. 

Changes to Chapter 10 were provided by Ross Lockridge [Exhibit 4] which center 
around an overemphasis on arterials. 

Mr. Mee stated there were no substantial changes to chapters 12 and 13. 

• 
Walter Wait distributed his comments on Chapter 14 [Exhibit 5] which he 

described as the "biggest headache" due to obscure, unclear language , and lack of 
continuity. He reviewed in detail the application process and ideas for making it more fair 
and efficient. Additionally, the flow chart has been revised . 

David Gold undertook to outline the changes to Chapter 11 which covers 
domestic wells. [Exhibit 6] 

Ann Mumay also addressed proposed changes to Chapter 14. [Exhibit 7] 

Mr. Gold returned to the podium and asked that staff specify which of the 
suggested changes have been accepted and which rejected and why. 

Kim Sorvig noted there is no mention of the oil and gas ordinance; this should be 
integrated into the plan. In Section 7.1.1.2, the word "imported" should be deleted from 
the sentence about fossil fuels. Also, bio-fuels are presented as a preferred alternative but 
in point of fact there are many environmental consequences to the use of bio-fuels , such 
as loss of rainforest. He referred to Chapter 7 and bio mass can be taken too far. Both of 
these should be seen as being among many possible tools . He asked that small-scale 
utilities should be favored over utility scale. 

Mr. Sorvig said the recycling contract (Chapter 8) should be reviewed on a 
regular basis. Also, commercial impacts to the infrastructure should be taken into 
account, not only residential. He called for more public transport. "We' re not dreaming 
big enough ." He echoed Mr. Lockridges's comments about overemphasis on arterials. He 
pointed to "a strange overlap " in the application procedure that could result in legal 

• 
challenges. 

County Development Review Committee: April 29, 2010 
Special SLDP Planning Meeting 

4 



• Sam King thanked the CDRC and staff, commended their work and requested that 
they not adopt an anti-growth stance. 

[The CDRC recessed from 8:00 to 8:07.] 

Chairman Romero thanked the participants and said they were working well 
together and were moving toward a result that everyone could be comfortable with. 

Member C. Gonzales went over his specific comments as outline in Exhibit 8. 

Member DeAnda asked about inspection and enforcement, processes that are not 
clear in the plan. She felt the definition of sustainability is still vague. 

Mr. Griego said a more complete discussion of sustainability will be coming with 
the next iteration. 

Member DeAnda spoke about goal 20 and strategy 20.1.1 on page 129, which 
addresses a County loan fund to facilitate initial investments in sustainable power 
generation. She asked whether this was geared toward individuals or utilities. Policy 20.3 
seems to cover the renewable finance district which is already in place . She asked 
whether subsequent changes will be highlighted in the next draft, and Mr. Griego said 
they will make clear what changes are contemplated. 

•
 
Member Dayton said he was impressed with the clarity of United Communities'
 

suggestions.
 

Chairman Romero reiterated that agreement may not be total but he looked 
forward to continuing to work together. 

VIII PETITIONS FROM THE FLOOR 

None were presented. 

IX. COMMUNICATION FROM THE COMMITTEE 

None were offered. 

X. COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE ATTORNEY 

None were presented. 

XI. COMMUNICATIONS FROM STAFF 

• None were presented. 
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10 EXHIBIT 

.

• 
.. 

..... ........................- . 
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Special CORC Meeting 

April 29, 20 I0 

• 
CDRC ",•• IU..... _. 
I SLOP Recommended Revisions Chapter 7-15 

• 
II. 

III. 

IV 

v. 

Outstanding Issues 

SLOP Process and Next Steps 

Public Hearing 

Questions 

VI. Closing 

SLDP .................aII. 
D Overall staff recommendations: 

D Revisions to Key Issues, Keys to Sustainability and 
Directives sections 

D Restructured document for consistency 

D Made clarity edits to ensure consistency within 
each element 

D Revisions to Chapters 7-14 

•
 
1 



• -- ..
 
-

D Revi se Key Issues, Keys to Sustainability, and Directives 

D Expa nded Key s to Sustainability to inclu de language about: 

D Enhanced recycling and recycled material uti lization 

D Integrated site planning 

D Compostingopportunit ies 

D Utilization of local resources (or building materials and the use of 
"traditional markets' to sell and recycle these materials 

D Promotion of durability and longevity in residential and 
commer cialdesign 

D Creating incentives(or green design, resource conservat ion,reuse 
and retr ofittin g buildings 

a Made clarification edits 

a Revised Key Issues and Keys to Sustainability 

a Revised Map 9-1: Fire Facilities and Wildfire 
Hazards 

a Revised Directives to ensure con sistency • 
­

between elements of plan and plan directives 

a.pc.r 10: T,.......
 
-

D Revised Key Issues, Keys to Sustainabilit y 

D Revised Map 10-2: Futu re Road N etwork 

D Revised Map 10-4: Road Suriace and Prop osed Road 
Maintenance Project s 

D Revised Sectio n 10.2.2.1: Functi onal Classification o f Existing 
and Future Roadw ays 

D Revised Sectio n 10.2.3.2 Futur e Transit Routes (or 
Co nsideratio n 

D Recognized needs for futu re transit ro utes for NM 599 Rail 

• 
Runner Station, including the NM 14 Corri dor, Santa Fe 

Co mmunity C ollege and IAIA. 
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4/29/2010
 

• a.pw13: .......
 
-

D	 Revisions made to Key Issues and Keys to Sustainability 

D	 Add ed Sectio n 13.2. I for Affo rdable Housin g 

D Added Section 13.2.2 fo r Public Housing 

D	 Revised Section 13.2.3. Nonpro fit and Co mmunity Organizat ions: 
revi sed to provide updated and co rrected info rmation 

D	 Revised r3.2.4.Hou sing for Special Pop ulati ons 

D	 Revised Direct ives: 

a Added Poli cy 43.8: Create and support affordable hou sing in 
the r ural areas and traditional co mmunities in th e Co unty, 

a Add ed Stra tegy 43.8. 1: Support reha bil itation and repair s fo r 
ex isting low and moderate income hom eowners to redu ce 
energy costs and improve energy efficien cy. 

tI	 Revision s made to Key Issues and Keys to Sustainability 

tI	 Moved Community Planning and Public Par ti cipation forward 
to Sect ion 14.2 

tI	 C hanged Recognition of CO's and RO's to list members of the 
o rganizat io n rather than officers o f th e organizatio n 

tI Revised Map 14-1, Santa Fe Coun ty Polit ical Boundarie s to 
show the Co unty Co mmissio n dist r ict bou ndari esand to 
show the Nor the rn Pueblo s Regional Planning O rganizatio n 
boundary. 

tI Revised Sectio n 14. For TAC requ irement s 

tI Revised Sect ion 14.4.3 Processes and Pro cedur es 

•	
­

a.pw 14: Gcntn... 
-

tI	 Added language to Sect ion 14.4.S.3 to ackn ow ledge that the 
process lor creating or amending a com munity plan is ou tli ned 
in the Community Planning Ordinance. 

e Revised D irect ives to acknowl edge: 

a Evolving role of public part icipation and community planning 

o Incorporating existing adopted community plans and zoning 
ordinances and the role of commun ity planning commirtees as 
defined in the Community Planning Or dinance. 

a Establishing procedures for Community Organizations (COs) 
and Registered Organizations (ROs) to comment on planning, 

• 
regulation and the development review process. 

tI	 Removed Str ategic Plan direct ives and mo ved to 
Implem entation Chapte r IS. 
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4/29/2010
 

..

•
•

­
ILDP . AND NEXT 
.1 EN 
D County Review of all Recommendations 

D Suggested Recommendations will be brought to 
the CDRC on May 13th after County Review 

D Implementation 

D SLOP-Directives 

D Sustainable Land Development Code (SLOe) 

D Strategic Plan!Action Plan 

D Capital Improvements Plan 

~ 
q 

~ 

• 
SlDP FuIIn NIle ••.,.. 

-
D May 13,20 I0 - Special CORC Public Hearing 

D Suggested Recommendations 

D May 27,20 I0 - Special CORC Public Hearing 
D Final Draft 
D Additional CDRC MeetingsTBD 

:.;J 

8 
~ 
111 

~ 
m 
~ 
~ 
~ 

D BCC Meeting Schedule TBO 

SlDP NIle II..... 
-

•
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EXHIBIT 

Energy Devel pment in Santa Fe County 
j L 
--- ­

Mark Sardella, PE March 3, 2010 

SUGGESTED GOALS 

Rather than setting goals that we use "renewables" or become "sustainable", 
the following may offer greater opportunities for benefits to accrue to the Santa 
Fe community: 

Goal: Improve local self-reliance In energy. Decisions about technology, 
ownership, and financing should contemplate the degree to which local self­
reliance will be improved. Will the project utilize locally available fuel 
resources, and can it be operated and maintained by our local workforce? Does 
it provide opportunities for local innovation and entrepreneurship? Can we 
develop the means to manufacture some or all of the equipment? Does the 
finance model ensure that decision-making stays local, and does the ownership 
model ensure that the assets will continue to serve our community throughout 
their useful life? 

Goal: Maximize local recycling of energy dollars. Retaining the greatest 
number of energy dollars in our community requires that we utilize local fuels, 
labor, equipment, and financing for energy projects. And, of course, ownership 
of the system (the entity that collects the monthly checks) must be local. 

Goal: Maximize End-to-End System Efficiency. The most important 
consideration in reducing toxic emissions is maximization of end-to-end system 
efficiency. Using this criteria, there are enormous gains to be realized even 
using carbon-based fuels, since the efficiency of our electricity supply is only 
about 30 percent. (In other words, the utilities waste 70 percent of the energy 
in their fuel). 

BENEFITS C EATED 

By focusing on the goals above, the following benefits can accrue to the 
community: 

Social Benefits: When energy infrastructure is owned and controlled locally, 
a community can make local decisions about its future. Being beholden to 
investor-owned corporations, which are in turn beholden to the investment 
banks that own them, carries risks that are now readily apparent. 

Economic Benefits: A well-crafted approach to energy increases the rate at 
which energy dollars are recycled back into the local economy. It also stabilizes 
energy costs and makes us less vulnerable to the price spikes we are now 
seeing as non-renewable fuels head into decline. Creating locally owned 
infrastructure furthermore insulates our community from the financial burden 
of multi-billion dollar transmission projects and nuclear power plants that are 
threatening to take resources away from communities. 



.. . 

• Environmental Benefits: The oil, gas and coal industries have become 
markedly more environmentally destructive in recent years as extraction has 
become more difficult. Diverting the flow of energy dollars away from 
destructive companies is the first step toward ending their reign; re-pointing it 
toward local, conscious businesses is the first step toward healing the 
environment. 

•
 

•
 



EXHIBIT
 
United Communities of Santa Fe - Code Changes .N 

D 
) D 

l!l 

• The items here have a direct effect on code . 

Chapter 8 Building 

Change 8.2.1.5 under Energy Efficiency 
OMIT "or(iv) whose equipment and those portions of the building or structure that 
use energy to provide for industrial, manufacturing or commercial processes." 

Re a s on: We q ue s t ion t he wi sdom o f such a s wee p i ng 
exemption fr om e nergy effi ci ency. Si nce we don't 
unde rst and what t he Pl anne r s are t h i n ki ng abo ut he r e, we 
suggest t hat t h is be omit ted fo r cod e pu rpo se s . 

Change 8.2.1.5 Minimum Energy Efficiency Requirements 
Roof coverings that me et one of the following standards will be installed on new roofs and 
on existing roofs that are being re-roofed: (1) reflective roof coverings that are Energy Star 
qualified . .. .." 

Would now read (adding "non-glare"): 

• 
Roof coverings that meet one of the following standards will be installed on new 
roofs and on existing roofs that are being re-roofed: (1) reflective non-glare roof 
coverings that are Energy Star qualified....." 

Reason: Gl a r e from r oof s are a s a fe t y hazard t o d river s 
a nd hikers. 

Change 8.2.2. 1 
OMIT last sentence of paragraph, which read "Increased density premiums will be 
available for multiple residential dwelling unit developments in all rural zoning 
districts." 

Re ason: Such deve lopmen t would have t o us e g r ound water, 
since c i ty f acilities d o not c ove r s uc h areas and t he 
d ensit y l evels in thi s pa rt o f t he p la n woul d s e verel y 
stess a qu i fe r levels. In addition, we don't wan t t o 
e nco urage a partment /t ownhous e c i t ies i n rural are a s. 
Cluster development and compo unds a r e not the s ame a s the 
d e vel opme nt me n t ioned a bove . IF th i s i s l eft in, the 
f oll owing MUST be a dded : " unl es s thi s c onflict s with a 
c ommunity pl an a f f ected a nd unles s r es t r i c t ion s a re 
es tab l i s hed in such deve lopment s f o r us i ng wa t e r wi s ely." 

Chapter 9 Public Safety 

•
 Add new Strategy 24. 1.2:
 
Strategy 24.1.2: Developers should contribute to public safety infrastructure.
 



2 United Communities of Santa Fe - Code Changes , 

• Rea s on: There i s a need t o upgrade publi c sa f e ty response 
capability when more re sidents move in t o the rural areas 
of the c o unty. Thi s may mean providing land f or o r 
contribu t i ng funds t owards the cos ts of b u i l d i ng 
substation s f or the Fire Department and Sh e r i f f ' s 
Dep artment. 

Add new Strategy 28.3.1: 
Strategy 28.3.1: Developers should provide adequate fiber optics and other 
telecommunications infrastructure to enhance public safety. 

Reason : There is a ne ed t o upg r a de publi c s afety r espon s e 
c a pab i l i t y when more r e sidents move in t o the rural a rea s 
of the c ounty. Thi s may mean providing l and f or or 
con t r i b uti ng f unds t owards the cos ts o f b u i ld i ng 
infrastructure f or improved eme rgency commu nica t ions . 

Chapter 10 Transportation 

Add Strategy 31.1.1 Under noise, light and visual impact section. 

• 
Use berming, trenching and siting to minimize noise, light and other impacts for 
Arterials in populated areas. 

Rea s o n : Thes e meth ods are part of the adopted Arterial 
Roads Ta sk Force Pl an . The y ha v e b e e n u sed f or Arte rial 
Roads , especia l ly in are as with exi sting r esidents. 

Chapter 11 

Change policy 37.1 
Permit domestic wells only in area s where senior water rights are not impaired, spring flows 
and stream flows are not impacted, environment and water quality are sui table, recharge in 
the sub-basin is occur ring and there is no public or community water service within one mile 
o f the property boundary . 

To read: 
Permit any wells only in areas where senior water rights are not impaired, spring 
flows and stream flows are not impacted, environment and water quality are suitable, 
equal recharge in the sub-basin is occurring and there is no public or community 
water service within one mile of the property boundary. 

Reason : "An y" be cause all we l ls should be subject t o thi s 
c ri t e ra . "Equal" t o clearl y identify the amount o f 
recharge. 

•
 



1 United Communities of Santa Fe - Actionable Planning , 

• The items relate to plans wh ich are actionable and could negatively impact 
residents. 

Chapter 10 Transportation 

Add after first Paragraph of 10.2.2.2 
The MPO has recently com p leted extensive studies ofNM599, 125 and St. Francis. 
They are being incorpora ted in to the curren t MPO plan. 

Reason : Th e s e studies had sign if i can t publi c input a nd 
wil l be part o f e r p planning. 

Fix and or relabel 10-2 
T here are two items we've iden tified although there may be others: 

Road to Jacona is a study item and is shown as an arte rial 
Highway 14 is shown as an arterial (although there is considerable public outcry and this 
contradicts the sta ted "two-lane" policy. 

Therefore: 
1) M ap should be altered o r relabeled as "Possible" 
2) A legend note should be added that says "this includes roads that are being 

studied and require public review". 

•
 Reason : The map c o u l d be used t o generate erp requests .
 
Al l c ontroversial projec ts should be r evi ewed f irst . 

Alter section 10.2.2.5 
There is a suggestion to "widen high way 14" which is con troversial. Many prefer th e 
addition of more two- lane nort h / south roa ds, which is co nsis ten t with th e plan. We are not 
familiar with the sta tus of th e o the r requests. 

Therefore add the following prior to the bullets : 
There has not been a public process for all of these items on this list. Some are study 
items. 

Add Policy 28.13 
E stablish a robust public process to review all new roads, or significan t changes to 
plans. 

Reas on : Good planning requires sign ificant pub li c i np ut. 

Add Policy 28.14 
Revise Future Roadway Study to reflect this plan with significant public input. 

Reason : The Future Roadwa y Study in t h i s plan was 
c omp l e t e d wi t ho u t s i gn i f ican t publ i c input . I t con t a i n s 

• 
a t l e ast o ne con t r over s i a l i t e m: widening NM14 . 



2 United Communities of Santa Fe - Actionable Planning 

• Chapter 11 

11.3.3 Add after paragraph 3: 
As a result of significant public backlash to the initial application the BCC created a 
Focus Group to :
 

evaluate the best locations for wells
 
develop a monitoring plan
 
clarify conditions for operation
 

The group is holding several public hearings and will have two hearings before the 
BCC as well. The group is also working to mediate between effected parties and the 
County to minimize cost and delay during the permitting process at the Office of the 
State Engineer. 

Re a s on: Th e work o f the Fo cus Gro up i s v e r y li ke ly to f orm 
a templ a te f or f u t u re infrastructure p r o ject revi ew by t he 
p ub lic . Al s o t here wa s conside rabl e pub lic op p os ition t o 
thi s pl a n. The BCC t o exce ll ent meas u re t o d e al with it 
a nd that should b e hono red . 

Add new Policy 38.4: 

• 
Any infrastructure changes or additions will have a complete public review prior to 
BCC hearings. Where residents can be impacted, there shall be at least two BCC 
hearings. 

Reas on: In the p as t infra structure changes were ma de with 
minimal o r no publi c r evi ew. Oft e n the y have significant 
impact o n r esidents, a nd s hou l d be treated like a 
Commu n i ty Plan . 

•
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United Communities of Santa Fe - Other Changes 1 

• These items are important, but not immediately actionable. 

Chapter 8 Sustainable Design and Development 

There is insufficient mention of solid waste in the plan. This seemed the most 
appropriate place to put it. 

ADD: 8.2.4 RECYCLING AND THE MANAGEMENT OF THE SOLID WASTE 
STREAM 
The City/County Landfill at Caja del Rio ~ 

n 

In 1976, the U .S. Congress passed the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA). RCRA (as amended) and in particular Subtitle D, established todays 
modem waste management guidelines including the lining of landfills and other 
environmental protections. RCRA set a deadline for all non-complying landfills to 
close or come into compliance. Faced with this deadline, and the tremendous costs 
associated with compliance, the City and the County elected to jointly establish a 
single complaint landfill and to close their two non-compliant sites (Paseo de Vista 
and Agua fria). They formalized this approach in a 1995 Joint Powers Agreement 

• 
which created the Santa Fe Solid Waste Management Agency (SFSWMA, the 
Agency) and charged SFSWMA with developing a new landfill in accordance with 
Subtitle D construction and operating standards. 
The Caja del Ruio landfill consists of two parcels of private land and approximately 
200 acres donated by the Federal Bureau of Land Management. The final site covers 
approximately 430 acres immediately west of the Marty Sanchez Golf Course. It is 
estimated that the current landfill will meet the needs of the City and County for the 
next thirty five years. The landfill operation is completely self-sufficient and relies on 
"tipping fees" and the sale of recyclables to offset its development, operations and 
closing costs. The facility (including BuRRT) employs 41 people. 

The County Transfer Stations 

Santa Fe County's Solid Waste Division provides seven (7) solid waste and recycling 
transfer stations for use of residents and businesses within the County's political 
boundaries. These Stations are: Stanley, San Marcos, La Cienega, Eldorado, 
Tesuque, Jacona, and Nambe. Access to these stations is restricted to solid waste 
permit holders . Permits are available to residents of the County and include per-trip 
punch passes and individual bag tags. Commercial haulers may use the stations 
with a charge account and are limited by volume. The Solid waste Division employs 
24 people and trucks all waste and recyclables delivered to its sites to the Caja del 
Rio Landfill or to the Buckman Road Recycling and Transfer (BuRRT) Station. 

• 
Recycling Background, the Buckman Road Recycling and Transfer Station 



----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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United Communities of Santa Fe - Other Changes 

Under the leadership of SFSWMA, a study was completed in 2004 reaffirming the 
need for a local Material Recovery Facility (MRF). In 2007, a twenty year lease with 
the City of Santa Fe gave SFSWMA control of the City's Paseo de Vista transfer 
station, and in 2008 the station became the Buckman Road Recycling and Transfer 
Station with MRF capability. BuRRT houses state-of-the-art recycling equipment 
including sorting and baling systems for cardboard, paper, plastic, and cans, and a 
glass crushing system that allows the production of various grades of finds. 
BuRRT's material recovery facility currently recovers mixed paper, cardboard, 
aluminum cans, #1 and #2 plastic bottles, steel cans and other paper grades (SOP). 
In addition it processes tires, green waste, scrap metal, electronic waste, Fluorescent 
light bulbs, carpet padding, soft-cover books, telephone books, and glass bottles and 
jars. . 

Current P ractices: 

Currently, Construction, demolition and Commercial waste make up over two thirds 
of the waste deposited at the Caja Del Rio Landfill, yet represent only a very small 
fraction of the material deposited at BuRRT for recycling. County residents 
recycling rate is less than 8% when judged against what is delivered by the Solid 
Waste Division, and drops to less than two percent, if judged against the total waste 
stream delivered by both commercial and solid waste division vehicles. Meanwhile 
BuRRT is operating far under its capability or capacity. 

REASON : This i s t he o n ly p l ace in the Plan tha t s olid 
was t e mana gement is de a lt with a nd i t ne e d s t o be dea l t 
wi t h c lea r ly . 

ADO Strategy 22. 1.2 to read: 
Create tax incentives for smaller, more efficiently built green buildings/residences. 

Re ason : Sma l le r , b e tt er des igned building s a re pr i mary i n 
t he list o f pr inciple s o f sma rt, green development . Th e 
s ma l le r t he fo otprint of a building, the l e ss 
env ironmenta l impact i t general ly ha s. 

ADO Strategy 22.1.3 
Encourage the design of greenhouses and vegetable gardens into residential 

development. 

Re ason : Th is encourage s r es ident i al f o od p r oduc tion, a 
goa l of other parts of t he Pl an 

CHANGE Policy 22.6, adding "block" as a locally available building material. 
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United Communities of Santa Fe - Other Changes 

Encourage the use of traditional New Mexico architecture, regional design, building 
types and native building materials, including natural and locally available building 
materials with low-embodied energy, such as adobe, earth, pumice, block, stone and 
wood. 

ADD Policy 22.7: 
Create an annual "green architectural design competition" that would encourage the 
creation of affordable housing plans, preplanned for expansion. Add these plans to 
the County's "book of sustainable architectural styles and methods of construction." 

CHANGE Policy 23.1, adding "residential, commercial, and 
construction/demolition debris" 
Residential, commercial and construction/demolition debris recycling should be 
required to divert materials from the landfill. 

CHANGE Strategy 23.1.3, adding "construction/demolition debris" 
Would now read: Educate the public about the need for and the "how to" of 
residential, commercial, and construction/demolition debris recycling through 
educational and informational materials. 

Reaso n : c o n s t r uc t i on / d e mol i t i on debris are the l arg e s t 
contributors to ou r landfill s, so r ecycling these 
materi als is ne c essary . 

ADD Strategy after 23.1.3 to read: 
Offer incentives to contractors, hauling businesses, etc. to recycle everything. 

ADD GOAL AFTER GOAL 23: 
GOAL: Develop incentives for the retrofitting and use of green design principles in 
existing housing throughout the county 

Add new Policy: 
Develop a program of incentives to provide water catchment systems and other 
energy-saving systems to existing houses within the County 

Add new Policy: 
Encourage the design and placement of clustered "compound" style building 

improvements on existing lots over five acres and in traditional communities where 
such compounds have historically occurred. 

ADD a second GOAL after GOAL 23, to read:
 
Encourage the use of local building materials and locally recycled materials,
 
maintaining a balance between use and overuse of local resources (e.g. trees, stone).
 

ADD Policy #1 after this goal to read: 
Locally recycled materials (e .g. recycled shredded newspapers as excellent 
insulation) should be used when possible. 
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United Communities of Santa Fe - Other Changes 

ADD Strategy under this policy to read: 
When possible, utilize locally recycled materials in road and trail building and 
maintenance. 

These are related to solid waste handling 

Add Strategy 24.3.3: 
Develop a community program for periodic trash pick-U up days for large items and 
waste not accepted at transfer stations. (AS IS) 

ADD the following policies and goals 
Strategy: Inaugurate a fee by weight system to replace the current punch card system 
at all transfer stations. 

Goal: Increase Commercial and C and D (Construction and Demolition) recycling 
efforts 

Policy: Develop a program of incentives and ordinance to encourage C and D waste 
haulers to separate materials that can be recycled. 

Policy: Develop a program of incentives and ordinance to encourage Commercial 
businesses to recycle 

Policy: Develop a program of incentives and ordinance to encourage commercial 
haulers to provide services for diverting commercial and C and D recyclables to 
BuRRT 

Strategy: Ban the disposal of designated recyclable materials either at the point of 
generation and/or the point of disposal (BuRRT and Caja del Rio Landfill) 

Strategy: Develop business recycling guidelines for distribution through Chamber of 
Commerce, Santa Fe Alliance, other sources. 

Strategy: Investigate what other materials could be recovered for recycling or reuse 
/exchange 

Strategy: hire a county wide waste reduction/ recycling program manager 

Goal: Adopt a "County sus ta inability plan and a 33% recycling goal to be achieved by 
2012 (as proposed by the New Mexico Recycling Coalition) 

Policy: Explore additional local, regional, and national recycling markets 

Strategy: Create annual competition for designing local commercial uses for the 
County's recyclables 

Strategy: provide incentives for local business to utilize locally produced recyclable 
materials, including thinning forests for fire prevention and putting the timber on the 
market for local green building. 
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United Communities of Santa Fe - Other Changes 5 

Strategy: Require the use of locally Recycled materials in all County RFP's that deal 
with construction, road building, or maintenance. 

Strategy: Set up an area at BuRRT for materials reuse/exchange that would be 
directly operated by one or more non-profit organizations or commercial enterprises. 
Set up collection centers at the transfer stations. 

Chapter 9 Public Safety 

Change Key Issue 9.1.1.3: 
3. Some rural development can not be adequately served by County emergency services due 
to several factors, including distance from service points, inadequate emergency access, lack 
of fire protection water, and failure of property to meet life safety codes. 

To read : 
3. Some rural development can not be adequately served by County emergency 
services due to several factors, including distance from service points, inadequate 
emergency access, lack of fire protection water, inadequate telecommunications 
capacity, and failure of property to meet life safety codes. 

Reas on: There are dead zones f or ce l l pho ne se rvi c e a cross 
the county which make c i t i z e n reporting o f emergencies 
impossible. For example, on highways 14 and 41 about 1/3 
o f the r outes do not have cell phone s e rvice. On N.M. 502 
(Chupa dero) and 503 (Cundiyo) t he re are also d ead zones. 
There are als o mountainous areas o f the c ounty where radi o 
communi c ations are sporadic. 

9.1.2 KEYS TO SUSTAINABILITY 

Change Key to Sustainability 9.1.2.2: 
2. Volunteer recruitment and retention are critical to the continuing success of the Fire 
Department. Sufficient attention and resources must be dedicated to meet this need. 

To read: 
2. Volunteer recruitment and retention are critical to the continuing success of the 
Fire Department. Sufficient attention and resources must be dedicated to meet this 
need. Cultivating community cooperation and goodwill are essential to this end. 

Reas on: Some commun i t i e s have felt that the initial 
camaraderie developed by volunteer fire departments has 
been squashed by creating a unified county-wide Fire 
Department. 

Change: Add new Key to Sustainability 9.1.2.7: 
7. Involve communities in public safety planning to include: neighborhood watch, ride-along 
programs with the Sheriff's Office, volunteer fire department fundraising, planning for 
public safety capitol improvements, planning for fiber-optics and telecommunications 
improvements to enhance cell phone and computer service in remote areas of the county. 
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Reason: 
There is a disconnect between ci tizens and policymakers that resulted in the failure 
of a General Obligation Bond for Fire Department capitol improvements in 2009. 
This results from independent co m m unity supported Volunteer Fire Departments 
being taken into the County-wide system and the perceived lack of service from the 
Sheriff's Department for communities in the remote areas of th e county (la ck of 
substations). 
Add new Strategy 24.6.2: 
Strategy 24.6.2. Involve communities in neighborhood watch and ride-along 
programs with the Sheriff's Office. 

Reason : These existing and past programs s hou ld be
 
adverti sed to inc rease citi zen participation and hence
 
their effe c t i veness.
 

Add new Strategy 24.8.1: 
Strategy 24.8.1. Utilize the existing Graffiti Program Co ordinator to work with 
community organizations to remove and prevent g raffiti. 

Reason : Th i s ex i s t ing p rog r am shou l d b e adver t i sed to
 
increase c i t iz e n p a r t i c i p a t i on and hence its
 
e f f ec t i ve ne s s .
 ,: 

I:. : 
Add new Policy 28.3: I': \ 

Policy 28.3: Support com m unities in their attempts to get fiber optics and other 
telecommunications infrastructure in place. 

Reason: The r e are dead zones for ce l l phone service a cross
 
the c o un t y which make cit izen reporting of emer gencies
 
imposs i ble . Fo r example, on hi ghways 1 4 and 41 about 1/3
 
of the r out e s do n o t have cel l phone s e r vi c e. On N. M. 502
 
(Chupadero ) and 503 (Cundiyo) there are a lso dead zones .
 

Th e r e are also mountainous areas o f the county wher e radi o
 
communications are sporadic.
 

Chapter 11 Water 

Policy 38.34: 
E ncourage th e use of sep tic tan k effl ue n t alternatives that u tilize gravity feed systems to 
remove nitrates and o ther serious contaminan ts as poten tial aquifer pollutan ts. 

Add to the end: 
Encourage the use of septic tank effluen t alternatives that utilize gravity feed systems 
to remove nitrates and other serious contaminants as potential aquifer pollutants, 
and to recycle water. 

• Add Policy 38.34 .1: 
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• Require wastewater systems as they become economically viable. Create a focus 
groups to study economic viability. 

Rea son : Technology fo r b l a c k-wa t er is very clo s e to be ing 
economica l ly v iable a nd a va i l ab le . I t is crit ical for t he 
future o f wat e r recyc l i ng . 

Add New Policy section 38 
Study viability of distributed water treatment, capture, and recycling versus 
centralized systems. 

Re ason: It i s not c lea r that cent ra l ized wa t e r
 
d i s tr i b uti on o r re c ycling is economica l ly feas i b le or '.(
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• Executive Summary Chapter 14: 

While both the planning staff and the United Communities have put hundreds of 
hours of time into this chapter, the topic of "Governance" remains controversial. 
This document lists only some of the aspects of the chapter that we feel need to be 
revisited. 

Perhaps the largest area of concern is an apparent lack of continuity in the process. 
Precisely who is responsible for a specific action, when the action is required, and 
who pays for the activity is presented unevenly and in some instances incoherently. 
We have tried to create flow charts that would assist in this process, but have not 
got consensus from the Planning Division as to their accuracy. Some of these are 
attached. Almost all of the arguments made have been made in writing during the 
course of the substantial review of the second draft. Since they were not addressed 
in the third draft, we bring them forward once again - this time for your 
consideration. Suggested alterations have been printed in red. 

·:r",,"
.1:.,•. 

I. , 
i :. 

• Chapter 14 has many new players in the process: the Planning Commission, the COs, the 
ROs, the COCO, etc. 

And many new parts in the game: specific plans, area plans, SRAs, Technical Advisory 
Committee, etc. 

It is as if, we need to apply gaming theory to this chapter, simulations of how the players 
and the parts relate to each other. Like role playing, say we have a Developer as Player 
A, and then a TAC as Player B and what are the potential interactions and then add a CO 
as Player C and a RO as Player D; what happens then? What about when there is a 
public hearing process applied? When and how does it get to the Planning Commission 
and then the BCC? What ifthe Hearing Officer is applied to the scenario? 

We need to fit all the pieces of the puzzle together and make sure none are missing or still 
in the box. 

•
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SLOP CHAPTER 10 TRANSPORTATION ELEM ENT
 

• 
Comments/Suggested Edits by Ross Lockridge & Ann Murra ....	 _ 

To the	 April 15, 2010 SLOP Draft ' 
Submitted 4/28/10 

Suggested additions, blue underlined. Comments, larger blue font. 

10.1.1 KEY ISSUES
 
[clip]
 
5. Need for consistent roads standards for rural and urbanizing areas. Existing County roadway 
5tfillonrds guidel ines constrain the development of a better transportation system as there is currently a 
lack of consistent road guidelines stanea ro-s- for development throughout the County. 
Comment: we had some consensus to use the word "guidelines" rather than 
"standards" but that hasn't changed throughout. "Guidelines" suggest flexibil ity that 

',is more in line with current CSO than "standard" which carry baggage of rigidity. ., 

7. Lack of context sensitive approach and pub Iic input process in road design. Residents have expressed 
the need for having a clear process to provide input on new road projects and improvements to existing 
County roads as well as on-going maintenance and operations of these roads. 

;i\ ; 

Good! Thanks. There still needs to be policies for implementation of the context L"' 

sensitive approach and for public input processes. See end of this document for 
new suggested policies. 

10.2.2.3 COUNTY FUTURE ROAD SYSTEM CONSIDERATIONS 
[clip] ' : 
• A clear public input and evaluation process shall be developed and followed to consider the specific
 
conditions of the project and the full spectrum of user demands.
 
Comment: this is excellent . There needs to be policy follow-ups.
 
[clip]
•	 

J 

• Roads should be designed as two-lane roads, with third lanes added on ly as necessary to provide 
turning lanes at congested intersections. A two-lane arterial road network will be less disruptive to 
existing communities and make pedestrian and cyclist travel safer and more practical. 
• Traffic calming measures and the construction of additional small roads should be implemented before 
road-widening. [good] 
• Recognition and preservation of historic trails and roadways. [good] 
• A two-lane arterial road network is both desirable and feasible . Such a network will be less disruptive 
of existing communities and less destructive of Santa Fe's character. This type of road network will 
also make pedestrian and cyclist travel more possible. 
Comment : There is still an over-emphasis of arterial roads and there has been no 
meaningful response to recognized concerns that arterials are often NOT friendly to 
pedestrian & cyclists. Instead, they are generally fast, have little or no traffic 
calming, and consequently unfriendly for pedestrians and cyclists. The above might 
be true for Collectors . Lane width too should be considered by avoiding any larger 
than 11 feet. 

10.2.2.4 COUNTY FUTURE ROAD NETWORK 
Santa Fe County, in collaboration with the Santa Fe Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), has 
developed a draft map of the County's future road network (See Map 10-2). The County's future roadway 

• 
recommendations are based on previous road plans, studies and recommendations including the Arterial 
Roads Task force, a study for the Community College District, and recommendations from Santa Fe County 
Staff, consultants and the Santa Fe MPO. All roadways indicated on the Future Roadways map were 
evaluated as described above . 
Comment: it's a bad idea and incorrect to draw NM14 (Map 10-2) as an Arterial 
from 1-25 to Cerrillos. NM14 would remain a rural collector under the functional 

1 
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•
Figure 10-2: Priority Paved Shoulder Improvements 
Add: 
--NM14 south of the Ortiz Mountains (narrow the driving lanes & stripe for shoulders)
 
--NM14 OGrC seam elimination between Madrid & Cerrillos [location is noted wrong in the CIPl
 

10.2.6.1 DUST MITIGATION 
[clip] 
Treatments, non-toxic additives, use of geo-textile layers, proper surface preparation and construction are 
among the techniques the County may use to reduce entrained dust. 

10.3 GOALS, POLICIES AND STRATEGlES 
Comment: Citizen input on Issues & Goals relating to Public Works Dept.
 
communications with the public still seems largely lacking. Here's some
 
suggestions:
 

< ' 

Policy 28.4: Conduct quarterly meetings announced to and open to the public with public officials and 
staff to review road and traffic issues. 

*New Goal: Consensus on road design through the construction phase should be achieved between the 
public, the Public Works Dept.. and their PEs. 

*New Policy: PW staff will engage the public for their input at the initiation of any new proposed road 
projects and improvements to existing County roads beginning at the conception phase and then 
throughout the construction phase. 

I , 

*New Policy: A context sensitive solutions approach for all road projects shall be implemented, 

*New Policy: Require the train ing of Public Works personnel in CSD. (What we are •
I 

suggesting is that when there are classes at I\JMDOT on 55D & C55, the County PW 
staff could join in the sessions. This then would include instruction on flexibihty in 
design and interacting with the public.) 

"'New Policy: County Public Works staff will use the principles ofCSD and CSS. 

*New Policy: County Public Works will communicate with citizens whether or not they disagree on 
road design issues and try to find consensus. They will bring all parties to the table for discussion when 
trying to find the best design solutions for roads" 

*New Policy: A clear evaluation process including public input shall be developed and followed to consider 
the specific conditions and context of a road project and the full spectrum of user needs. 

•
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Chapter 14 Governance - Selected Issues 
From: Sustainable Land Development Plan [Draft 4115/2010, pp 278-95] 

Prepared for the CDRC, April 29, 2010 

14.1 CRITICAL FINDINGS 

The following Critical findings were suggested during the planning process but were not added to draft 
three . 

Inadequate enforcement of existing regulation and ordinance and the public 's perception that future 
ordinance wi ll be similarly poorly enforced serve to limit public respect for County Governance . ( 
suggested addition to Key Issues in Draft 2, does not appear in Draft 3) 

The County has not focused in obtaining or administrating outside fund ing and assistance for land use 
proj ects or administration. There is a commo n perception tha t the county is ill-prepared to follow 
t hrough in the development submission or administration of grants proposals and cost sharing plans. 
Considerable fund ing has been lost due to poor administrative policy . 

• 
The County is not prepared to adequately support the preparation of Requests For Proposals and other 
contracting vehicles with regard to obtaining quality technical suppor t studies and documen tation . 

The current organi zation , limitations, and weaknesses of current Governance is poorly documented 

Financial Costs of L nd Use Administration is unknown. 

Estimates of the Financial Costs passed on to the developer and to the public as part of the review process 
has not been clearly defined . 

The Structure of Land management Policy governance is poorly defined and hard to track . 

There is little or no code of ethics spelled out for the County or its employees in terms of its role as a 
manager of land use 

The needs of Tradit ional Communit ies are not adequately recognized or addressed under existing land­
use policy and is not a focus of Governance. 

The futur e plann ing goals, personne l requirements and changing needs of County Governance are not 
addressed insofar as ten or twenty year proj ections. 

There is an expectation tha t existing Tradit ional, contemporary and district plans and ordinances wi ll be 
forced to adjust their zoning plans and ordinances to reflect the County 's desires for the broader "Tier" 
land densities outlined in Chapter two of the Plan. 

• 14.1.2 "Kevsto Sustainability" 

6: ADD: "and oth er governmen t agencies" 



•
 
14.2 COMMUNITY PLANNING AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Wicl 
Recognition of RO's. ROs may be recognized by the Admin istrator upon the filing of an application for recogn ition as an RO 
to include the following: 

14.2 Suggested Change 

2. A list of the officers members of the organization .. .. 

Reason for Change: 

: A list ofthe members ofan org is not something that even the Nlv1PRC requires and would be 
burdensome and questionable for organizations who may have policies about sharing their membership 
lists, or for large organizations like Sierra Club. What is the intention here? (Ross and Annie) 

•
 
14.2.1.2 Suggested Change:
 

Add: The planning committee shall recommend the establishment of a Community organization, as part 
of its submission of its draft community plan. The BCCshall concur rently appro ve bot h the plan and the 
Community Organization so that a mechanism exists for the plan's ordinances to be reviewed and any 
recommendations for change can be put forward . 

14.2.1.2.1 Suggested Change 

A list of the officers of the organization, including the CO mailing and e-mai l addresses and telephone 
numb ers for th e receipt of notices from the Administrator; if the propose d CO is incorporated by the State 
of New Mexico, OR a list of members of the organization, if the proposed CO is not incorporated in the 
State of New Mexico" 

Reason for change: 

New Language in Version three switches from list ofofficers to a list ofmembers. This is 
like asking for a list ofall share holders in a Corporation. . 

14.2.1.2.1 Suggested Change 

The righ t to receive notice and provide written recomm endations for any applicat ion for non­
discret ionary development approva l pending wit hin the geographic area designated in the resolution of 
the Board recognizing the COor notice of any public hearing or publi c meeting concerning such 

•
 
applicati on;
 

Reason for Change:
 



• Requested in Version 2 and in version 3. This is similar to the current system of 
"posting notification " in current land use policy, 

14.2.1.2.1 Suggested Change 

All other rights and obligations described elsewhere in the Plan or that may, from time to tim e, be 
delegated by th e BCC 

14.2.1.3 Suggested Change 

Areas thaL have been def ~nea b y a T~ adi~ :onal, Co~~uni ~y or dis tr 'ct I I 

Plan d e ve l o p e d throu~h Co u n t y ordinance L002-0 3 s nal l have a s i ng le I 

Commun ity Or g a n i z a t ion assoc la-ed w:th tte a~ea defined wltni t h a ~ 

I a n . Bounda rie s defined i n a t r a di t i o ta l , community o r district plan 
shal l n ot o ve r l a p . 

Reason f o r Additi on : 

• 
Th e o r i gina l reason for c r e a t in g t he Commun i t y o r gan i z a t ion , first 
established d uring t he Char e t t e process i n 2 0 08 , was to provide an 
alter native t o t he Local Devel opment Review Committees, identified in 
bo t h traditional, commun i t y and Regional Pl an and Or d i n an c e . The LDRC' s 
were se t up to ass ist in gove r n an c e at the lo c a l l e v e l. 
Witho u t the r e c omme n ded change, the commun i t y organi zation wi l l l ose 
the foc us n e c e s s a r y to de f end its traditi onal planning effort - since 
mul t i p l e " c ommun i t y planning Organizati ons" coul d conce ivab l y b e 
crea ted to represent the p lanned area. It is far better to l e t a 
sin gl e CO ha s h ou t it s commun i ty v i sion i n t e r na l l y , t ha n to have 
multiple CO's c l a i mi n g t o be the vo ice that represents an adopt e d p lan 
an d o r d i n an c e . 

1 4. 2.1.3 Sugge st e d Cha n g e 

' he p lan :-e c a g n i ze s t he ne e d to re -es ablish planning committ ee 's ::0 
e f f e c t ive~ y revi se e xis t:~ g Trad ' : :ona l , Communi y and Dis 'rict Plans 
and Or d i na n c e s. The ~equirements f or re -e_tablishing a plann ing 
committee for t he p urpos~ of recommending re vis ions o r changes to a 
p lan f or BCC approval a r e o u el ' ne d in P blic o r d i n a nce 20 0 2 - 3 
A Re cog n ized Commun it y Or g a n i z a t i o n ( 4 . 2 . ] . 3 ) who ' s geogra p h i c a l 
b ou nda r ie s are i d e n t i c a l t o ~ho s e prev~ousl y e s abl ished b y an a c c e p t e d 
p l a n, may apply 0 the Bce t o ae as a planning c o mm i - t ee fo ~ th e 
p~ rpos e o f pIa devel pmen t or plan revis i on , pro vid i ng tha t a l l 
req u i ~emen ts unde r erd i .ance 2 0 02- 3 are ~eL. A C r e questing 
recogni tion by res lut~ on f rom he B C f o~ a previous ly i e n~if ied 

Trad itional , Communi ty , o r Das t r i.c t ? l a , r may see k cor-cur r en t approva l 
as a PIa ~ ing Committee . 

Planning Committees enacted to provide recommendations to revise or alter existing 

• 
plans do not require County Staff participation, but all suggested revisions must go 
through the appropriate county review process and be approved by the Bee. 

http:14.2.1.2.1
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Reason for Suggested Addition 

The County Plan recommends that all existing Traditional , Community, and District
 
Plans and ordinances be revised within three years. However, experience has shown that
 
the County 's Planning Division cannot provide assistance to those communities seeking
 
to create community plans - often creating a two to three years delay before approval is
 
sought to even begin the planning process. Re-creating sixteen or more planning
 
Committee 's and providing County Staffassistance to all ofthem at once is both
 
unreasonable and unacceptable. Since Ordinance 2002-3 requires the establishment ofa
 
planning committee in order for recommendations to alter an approved plan to be made
 
by the community, there must be a method adopted to permit speedyformulation of each
 
planning committee, and a reasonable method established to review and approve the
 
changes recommended.
 
Without such structure for revision, the plans and ordinances produced under ordinance
 
2002-3 will remain un-reconciled with the SDLP and the SDLC .
 

14.2.1.3 Registered Organizations Recommended Change 

A list of the officers of the organ ization , including the RO mailing and e-mail addresses and telephone 
numbers for the receipt of not ices from the Administ rator; if the proposed RO is incorporated by the State 
of New Mexico, recognized by the State of New Mexico, ( Ie. A ditch Association) or has a nationa l 
affi liat ion, ORa list of members of the organization, if the pro posed CO is not incorporated in the State of 
New Mexico, or is more "in for mal" in nature. 

Reason for Suggested Change 

Change from version 2 to version 3 states that the decision to provide notice is made "as deemed 
appropriate by the Administrator" rather than as deemed appropriate by the BCe. Since the BCC 
recognizes the RO in the first place, it would appear that this change lessons the requirement for the 
administrator to provide notice. We recommend that this change be struck. 

14.4 REGULATORY STRUCTURE 

Suggested Change 

14.4.1.1 BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS (Ross and Annie)
 
The Board of County Commissioners (Board), in addition to other powers and respo nsib ilities. will have
 
the follow ing powers and duties in relation to the SLOC:
 
Suggested revisions and comment should apply also to the duties of the PC and th e
 
Hearing Officer:
 
Initia te Annual amendments review te of the SLDP. area plans , specific plans or community plans;. . .. 

Reason for Change 

• : An ability to initiate amendment ofthe Plan/Code at any time, especially in relation to an application 
before them for review could be subject to political abuse. 



• Instead, we recommend annual review ofamendments unrelated to applications as the present code 
does. It has afair and acceptable procedure that maintains predictability not only for a developer, but 
for the public as well: (Santa Fe County Land Development Code, Section 12 - Annual Review). 

COMMENTS Concerning Language: the word "approval" is used with much amb iguit y 
throughout both the draft SLOP and the SLDC. "Approval" can be both a noun & verb, and 
should not be used to replace the noun "application". Otherwise it becom es a biased framing of a 
process that must remain impartial. The word Application remain s neutral. The following is an 
example we have tried to mend: 

14.4. 2 FEES AND APPLICAnONS 

14.4.21: (Fees) 

Recommended Change: 

Create a clear process for the establishment of fees, the collection of fees, and the appeal of fees. 

Reason for Addition 

• 
Fees could be expensive and could be used as a way to prevent development. Who sets the f ees? 
To what standard are fees set? Does the Administrator figure our and set f ees. There is no 
identified method for an applicant to protest or appeal the fees. There is no clear requirement 
for the County to break down the costs to an applicant so that "reasonableness" could be 
determined. 

14.4 .2.2 APPLICATION FORM S 

Application forms for proposed developments or land use changes should be easy to understand, concise 
and consistent with a streamlined development review process. The County should revise each of its 
current application forms and attach them as an Appendix to the SLOe. The Administrator will have the 
authority to return applications that are incomplete, subject to such review, remedies and enforcement 
as the SLOC will provide. 

Recommended Addition 

Add: At a minimum, the County shall provide applicat ion forms for the fo llowing types of development : 
Majo r Site Plan; Minor Site Plan; Major and Minor Type 1 Subdivision; Majo r and Minor Type 2 
subdivisio n, Major and M inor Type 3 Subdivision, Major and Minor Type 4 Subdivision; Condit ional use; 

•
 
Variance, Rezoning, bound ary adjustment, Special use, Beneficial use, Building Permit, grading permit,
 
minor land use disturbance, road constr uct ion, drivewa y, ut ilit y hook-up, floodplain development , NPOES,
 
LEEOConstru ctio n, neighborhood development.
 



•
 
14.4.3 PROCESSES AND PROCEDURES 

14.4.3.1 Pre-Application Meeting 

14.3.3.1 Recommended addition: 

The pre-application neighborhood Meeting shall also provide the community with "full 
disclosure"information concerning the proposed development's ownership to include: 

Name and Addr ss of any corporation or entity associated with the proposed development;
 
List of corporate officers or owners;
 
Name and address of any linked, associated, or parent company;
 
List of propert ies owned by the applicant or parent company within two miles of the proposed
 
development
 
Name of any individual or entity that is linked to the proposed project in any substantive way.
 

Reason for Change:
 

• 
One of the biggest "holes" in the pre-application process is the fact that reports, studies, and assessments 
will not have been conducted prior to a land use application being submitted. Therefore, the public will not 
have these documents in hand to assist them in forming an opinion about the validity of the application. 
Becauseof this, a second "neighborhood" meeting should be conducted, this time by the County, to 
present their findings to the public. 

Since the reason for a pre -application neighborhood meeting is to inform the public, the following 
inf ormation should be required of the pre-applicant to be presented : 

1)	 Statement of Corporate Ownership to include where the company is registered, a list of all 
owners, corporate owners holding over twenty percent of a corporations stock, list ofall officers, 
list ofall co-owned or associated businesses, list ofany properties held within two miles of the 
proposed land development project. 

2)	 A List of all reports, studies, and assessments that will be required for the project to proceed and 
who will be responsible for their preparation 

3)	 A map showinq the exact location of the project and the location ofplats and roads immediately 
adjacent to the proposed project, all proposed roads ut ilities, and structures, and other 
improvements 

14.4.3.1 Recommended Addition 

After the meeting the owner shou ld prepare a written report on the results of the meeting, 
included with the filing of the development application. Details of the meeting, such as the 
following, should be included: 

•
 
(Ross and Annie)
 
ADD THIS: A list of the ovmer or owners along with addresses and contact infonnation. lEthe oVomer is
 
an organization, corporation. LLC. etc. a list of the board of directors. along with a contact person.
 



• Reason for Addition: 

The public has the "right to know " who or what comprises the "owner ". Corporations, for example, 
sometimes have records ofcompliance that might be important to consider along with an application. 

14.4.3.1 Rights of "RO" Number 1 

Comment: Along with this right. other forms of public notice should be used, such as NMED sends 
monthly for water discharge plans. Then this right isn't subject to the Administrator 's discretion. We 
suggest this policy: 
New Policy Provide alternatives for public notice to include timely posting on the County website of 
applications as they are submitted, as Jor example, searchable by the 4 regional management areas. 

14.4.3.2 GE NERAL APPLICATION PROCESS 

•
 
The general procedure for development applications should be similar to the following:
 
Submittal of a complete application containing the required fees, affidavits, data, information, reports,
 
assessments and studies; Review of the application by the Administrator, County staff, Hearing Officer,
 
the Planning Commission, the Board and other applicable regional, state or federal agencies; Issue of a
 
development order approving, approving with conditions or denying the application, together with
 
written findings describing and supporting the action adopted;
 
Any appeal of the development order; and Any application for a variance or beneficial use or value
 
determination.
 

PROBLEM : There is a distinct need to refine this section
 

Reason for Revision:
 

This statement does not include the pre-application meeting as a part of the procedure. There is a 
problem with the process flow when it comes to the production of reports, studies and assessments. If the 
County plans to produce these documents, then the application needs to be submitted prior to their 
production. That implies another step in the process. It suggests that an application needs to be evaluated 
prior to its formal declaration of completeness - to determine if there is sufficient data to proceed with the 
development of any required studies, reports, etc. 
There is also a requirement that the completed application be reviewed by CO's and RO's prior to any 
development order being issued. 

PROBLEM: There is a PROCESS problem 

: A "complete" application cannot be "submit ted" since reports, assessments, and studies cannot be 

• 
started until requi red fees are assessed and possibly paid. This is especially true if TAC is to either write 
an RFP for the reports, or if TAC is to prepare the reports. 



• Reason for Revision :: 

a "completed Application " containing all ofthe reports, assessments, and studies, must 
also be provided to the CO 's and RO 's by the Administrator and sufficient time must be 
providedfor their review as well. It would be appropriate for the Administrator to state 
the type ofapproval process the application is being consideredfor so that the CO's and 
RO's can make the appropriate written response . 

14.4.3.2. PROBLEM with Process 

This is the place where a "mediation " meeting needs to be scheduled. ince the Pre­
application Neighborhood meeting calls for the applicant to present a summary of all 
unresolved issues, and the "completed" application includes all reports, assessments, and 
studies and requests review, the Administrator should call for a mediation meeting prior 
to issuing any recommendations for development "action" orders. 
The Administrator shall schedule the meeting and assign a mediator when circumstances 
require. 

Reason for Change: 

• 
Since it would appear that only the BCC can issue a Development Order, all committee, 
or individual orders must be considered as "drafts ". Ifthis is the case, then all draft 
development orders should be forwarded for comment to the CO;s and RO 's as well. If 
this is NOT the case, then the Governance Element needs to be revised or clarified CO's 
and RO 's need to be informed ofthe Development Order in any case, so that they might 
have the opportunity to appeal the decision 

14.4.3.2 Problem with Process 

The first step is to submit a compl ete application including studies and reports. Clearly, there 
must be some process that p nnits the applicant to both find out what needs to be done to 
inaugurate an application ( a pre-application meeting) and a meeting with the Administrator or 
TAC to determine what types of fees, studies and reports will be necessary in order for the 
County to accept an application. This process has not been defi ned. 

Reason for Revision 

The General Application Process has clearly not been defined in this section. Clear 
description andflowcharts that show the process have not been added, as was 
recommended by both staffand consultants. Flowcharts submitted by the public have not 
been included 

14.4.3.2 TYPES OF APPROVALS 

• Recommended Change: 



•	 14.4.3.3 TYPES OF APPROVALS APPLI CATIONS 
Three basic types of approvals applications should be created to handle all of the different types 
of devel opments applications. All applications fit within the following three types : Legislative 
Development App rovals, Quasi-Judicial Development Approvals , and Ministerial Development 
Approvals. (Ross and Annie) 

OR the Foll o win g Recommended Ch ange 

14.4.3. 3 Ty p es o f App roval Process 

Thre e b a sic type s o f a pproval process s hould b e c r ea ted t o h a ndle a l l of t he 
d ifferent t y p e s of app l icati ons . Al l applica t ions f i t wi thin the fo l l owi n g 
three types : Legis la t ive Deve lopmen t process , Quas i- J ud ic ia l Deve l opmen t 
proces s , a nd Mini steri al Dev elopment process . 

14. 4.4. 3 

Le g i slati v e De velo pme nt Approval 

Legislative d e ve l opment approvals i nvolve a c hange i n land- u se pol i cy b y t he Boa r d , up on 
recommendat ion o f the Planni ng Commiss ion. For s uch a pp rovals a pUbl i c he a ring is 
requi red, bu t t he procedu r al r equirements o f a quasi-j udicial h e a ring do no t apply. 
Legislative d e v e l o pme n t a pp r oval should be r e qu ired for t h e foll owi n g: 

•
 
CHANGE:
 

Th e t e x t should be a ltere d t o c l ear l y re f lec t intent. For e x amp l e: 

Coun~ y La n d Us e Po l i c y i s f ound in the SDLP an t h e SDLC a nd c ~ he r 

CUJncy Ordi nance s and d i r e c lve s i s s ued by t he 8Ce . 
The ~ ( ' ]...L :-; . r-r L. '-i e' c; ' ~ ··jc · l : : c ;·)( ' I ~~ p r.J . (J '.:'.::.:t ...... proce s s r e q u i r e s t he Be . t o c hange 
land-us e poJi c y based up on a devel opmen t ap l ica tio n r e c o mme nde d by t h e 
? -=-a n T ·i~ :-Lq ( \:f: LF ' 1 .~ .s ~. fl . f r ~ . J~ -:: l - , -"! r-=-' p ~ <v: __ S C JC ' ..;.. c rj: :.'1 r '::_ :-a 1S are r · \.. i J .... .:.·,: ·J. , 
:,);,J t !"" ~ 1 e : ) l' :)l. ~ c \.l l r ~~ 't ·t7 C' i .J i'l" · ~ .' l ·J( :- I . S or' •• ( , ,:.: .-:; ": =~l.l : ~i 1 \ . ~ -; ~ l :--"::' f: r ~rl ~j o o n o t; 

,~LI : ) ::' \: . The proce ss of "" C' : .! ,, ~; ~ ;;: : .~';C' (~ C';('~C :J.Ti C"ll. ':I>~) .r: C';<:< ~ :~ ) -':) ' ,cl '!)p 

i-: > 7: J : 

Under Legislative development Approval:
 

Add:
 

Appeal of any development order, development agreemen t or specific plan produced by any board or 
individual governed by the Board of County Commissioners, 

• 
14.4.3.3 
Under Quasi-Judicial Approval 
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Recommended Change: 

' i c' ~_ C (.Jl n (' ll , Process 

A Quas i -Judici a l De ve lopme n t Pr oce s s i s i na ugur a t ed whe n a n a p p l icant 
a pie s t o the Admi n 's t r a t o r fo r p r oposed la ~d de ve l opme n t a ctivi t i es 

hat a r e s p ec i f i c to p arcels o f land neld in c ommon owne r s h i p b y t h e 
a pplica n t (s ) 3nd d o e s no t see k t c hange Lan d - us e polic_ . 

• 

A quas i - jud icia d e v e l opme nt r ocess r e q u i res tha~ an a p plican t a= t e n 
at l e ast one h e ar ing b e f ore a hear ing o f f i ce r a pp i n ted b y the Co u n t y 
during whic h the app l i ca. t shall p rese. t e v i d e n c e s upporting t h e 
developme nt appl ica i o , pre s en ~ t he comp l e Le dp pl ica tlon , al l st udie s , 
repo rt s and as s e s s ment s , a ll Nr i c c e n revi ew , a nd the findings o f a p r e ­
application meet i ng . The hearing Office~, a f~er r pvi ewing t he evi d ence 
' n supp o rt o f t" .e application , shall r evi ew a n y wr itten ev i d en ce 
submit " ed a ga inst ~he application . f th ere i s ~o o b j e c i o n t o t h e 
applica t i o n , h e hearing -officer shall prese .. t his fi n d i ng s and 
recommenda i o ns in the f orm of a development o r d e r to th e Pl a n n i ng 
Cornm i s s i o n . If there a r e minor o b j e c t i o ns f i l e d agains t t h e 
a pplication , t h e h e aring Of f i c e r shal l not i f y a ll sta ke - ho lde rs a nd 

chedu l e a quasi - judicial hearing d a te f o r i n f o r ma l t e st i~ony to be 
heard from bo t h a p"licant an " plain -i f f ( s ) . A r e s u l t of this he a r ing 
will be the _r ea tion ef a cira : - dev elopment o rde .::- r e comme n d i n g 
a preva l , approval wi h : on di ti on s , or den ial o f h e appl ica t i n. 
:f the he a r i n g Of f'ce r f e e ls that signifi c a n t Ob jec tions ha v e b e en ~a de 

a ga irls~ the appl ica ti on , he w"Jl in i tia te a precess o f d ue roce s s and 
disco ve r y ie-di n g :0 ~ fo rmal he a r i ng o ~ subrni t LEo e vi d e n c e . Re s u l t s of 
_h i s pro cess will Jea d La the :o ~mu l ation o f a r Ec omme nd e d d e vel opme n t 
o::der i s s e ci to ::: h e P lanning Comm i s sio n o y ;:he hear ing offic-= r for 
thei r app r o v a l. 
Al l d e ve lopme n t Or d e r s created b y L~ e Q asi -Judicial Precess and 
ap rov e d b y the Pl a :.n ing Commi ssion ma y be a p p e a led LO the Bo a r d 0: 

Coun ty Commis s i oner ~ . 

Examp les ar e : 

Or: 

he Qua si u d icial process wi ll be de a iled ~ n the SDLe to insu r e tha t 
~o ::: h =he app~ ican - a nd an y p rotestant wil l ha ve su ffi cien t oppo r t uni t y 
for di sco ver y a nd have _q ua l oppo rt~ni t y to pre s ent the i r c a s e b efo re a 
hea ring Of f ic: e :: . 

The Q a s i - vudicia l Process wi ll : 

• 
1 . Af ~ o r d che 3p pli~ a It with su f f i cient 0 po r;: uni _y t o p ::es e n;: 

e vide nce s upp o r t i n g t ~e appl~ca t io~ ; 

2 .	 Aff ord Po te n t ia l pro t es tant s with :imel notificat i on of : h e 
Q a s i - J ud i ci a l proc e s s ; 



• 3. Affo r d Bo th app l i c a n t and protestant s - uffi c i e nt time f o r 
d is c ove r y and o rher a s pects o f due-pro cess ; 

4 .	 I _s u r e t ha t the Coun t y shal l pro v id~ a hearing 0 =i ce r , hea ring 
da t e o r da tes a nd su ffici ent t i me t o he ar arg ment s f o r a nd 
aga i ns : the appl i ca t i o~ 

5 .	 Ins u re that th near i ng Of =icer shall prepare a 
wr i t t e n v z -e c omme nd ed Deve Lopmen t Or de r " f or c ons i de r a t i on by the 
PI an ni ng Commi s s i.o n . 

Example s ar e : 

Or: 

Pa raphra e Chapter 4 Page 127 , 4 .6 "Qua si - J ud icial ?ublic hearing " i n 
the book" 21 st Century Land 'e ve l opme nt Code " by Rebert H. F're i Li ch , S . 
Ma rk White , a nd Kat e F . Mur ray , 20 08 . 

REASON FOR SUGGESTED CHANGES: 

Si nce the " Qua s i-J ud i ci al process" will form the basis for most fu ture 
land deve lopment approvals in Santa Fe County, it is absolu tely 
i mperati ve th at t h e SL DP cl e arl y de f ine the process and i t s 
implications . The two sentence paragraph in the dra ft does not do 
th is, and pro v i des n o gu idan ce for th e Code wri t ers as t o in t ent, o r 
poten tial s tucture . 

• Th e f irst pa ragraph of 14 .4 .3 .3 would indicate that the purpose o f the 
section is to descr ibe th ree di stin ct t ypes o f proces s . Th e body o f 
t he s ecti on mere l y d e scr i b e s whe n t hey might b e applied . 

I t is i mpo rta n t t o f ully de s cri be t h e Quas i -Judicial Proces s since 
implementation by t he County and compliance by both developers and 
Commun ity Or ga n i zat ion s c o uld be b oth e xpen s ive and time co s t l y . 
Insuring that the process provides for both relati vely simple paths to 
th e is s uan c e o f a d evelopment order, an d a v e ry c omp l ex an d e xpen sive 
pa th t o the s ame development order wi ll i n s ur e tha t all par ties 
involved wil l seek agreement prior t o inauguration o f t he Pro ces s 
i tself. 

If th e Prop ose d SLDP d oes no t do t hi s , t h en it mus t i n sur e t h at t he 
SL DP does by directing Pol i c y in Chapter 1 4 to that end . 

Problem with Process 

o Amendments to the Sustainable Land Development Plan or an area, specific, or traditional 
community plan ; 

If an amendement or change to a community plan is voted on by the Bee then it requires a "legislat ive 
Development appro val" and not a quasi-judici al approval. 

• C Amendment to the text or map of the SLOe; 



• If an amendement or change to a text or map of the SLDe plan is voted on by the Bee then it requires a 
"legislative Development approval " and not a quasi-judicial approval. 

o Development agreements; 

If an amendement or change to a development agreement is voted on by the BeC then it requires a 
" legislative Development approval" and not a quasi-judicial approval. 
o Overlay zoning district classifications for developments of Countywide impact ; and 

If an amendement or change to a zoning classification is voted on by the BCe then it requires a "legislat ive 
Development approval" and not a quasi-judicia l approval. 

C Admini strative appeals. 

If the hearing officer does not make developmen t orders, then the only entity that would make them 
wou ld be the Planning Commission. An appeal of a developme nt order created by the planning 
commission would be made by the Bee and would be considered a Legislative Development Qction . 

Ministerial Approval 

• 
Ministerial development approvals involve nondiscretionary application of the standards of the SLDC to 
an application and typically occur late in the development review process. A public hearing should not be 
required for any ministerial development approval. Examples include : 

This paragraph is just wait ing to confuse someone. 

Reommended Change: 

Applications that completely conform to the requ irements of the SLOe and require no fur ther review 
ot her than that of the Code Administra to r, can be approved by the Code Administrator by the issuance of 
a "nondiscreti onary Developmen t Order" . Noti ficat ion of these orders must be forwarded to eo' and 
RO's that may wish to appeal the order 

Minis te r i a l Approval 
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Change to: 

The M in 's[ e ~ial de ve l opme nt Approval Proce ss (MDAP) a ~ows t he 
admin i s t:r a t o~ to revi e w a n app i ca t':' on :::o r :::: om~lete:'i e s s and de t erm':'ne 
i f i t: _omp l ie i n i t s e n t i rety wi t a l SLoe r equi r eme n t s . Ha ving made 
a de t e r mi nat i o r., t he Administ e r ma y i ss e a Deve Loprnerir. Or de r t o 
a pp r ove , a pp r ve wi _h cond ' ~ ions o r d ' re ct t he appl ica t i on t o t he 

• 
Quas i - J di c ia l Pro -es s fo r fu r -he r ha nd ling . MDAP doe s not requ ire ­
pub li _ . ear i ng p r i or t o the i ssuance o f a d r a f development orde r , ou t 
doe s r e quire the a dmi ni s - r a t o r t o DO Li Ey CO ' s a nd KO' S o f the d r af t 



• d eve l op me n Or d e r p~ic r t o i t' s s u bmiss i o n ~o t he Pl a n n ing Commi Ltee 
f o r app r o -v-al . 

Reason for Suggested Changes 

The wordin g i n d r aft thre e is va g ue an d mis l e adi n g , c on f us i n g t o t h e 
p ubl ic , and do e s l ittle to direct t he Code writ ers . Wh i le MDAP does no t 
require any p ub li c heari n g of t he p roposed develop me n t a l acti v ity , t he 
pro c e ss mus t pro v i de an opp or t un i t y for the pub lic t o la un ch an 
obj ec t ion t o the De ve l op ment Orde r should t he public s o des i re . To do 
so , n o tifi c at i on i s essential . 

14.4.3.3 Ministerial Approvals 

construction and driveway permits, utility hook-p permits, floodplain development permits, NPDES permits, LEED 
construction permits, and neighborhood development permits; 

o Administrative interpretations of the SLDC; and 

o Issuance of certificates of completion and certif icates of occupancy. 

Recommended Change 

• 
Administ rat ive in te rpretations of the SLOemust be mad e in writing and are subject to chall enge w ithin 
the fra mwork of the quas i-judicia l process. 

14.4.4. STUDIES, REPORTS AND ASSESSMENTS 

This is unchanged from previous drafts: 

Comm ent : The problem ident ified in previous ite rati ons of th e plan has not gone away_Non-conforming 

uses pre-date the plan, so would never have been subject to a discretiona ry develo pment review process. 

The w ording her e mean s that any prop erty t hat has a non-conform ing use and wishes to apply for a 
build ing pe rmit , w ould be requir ed to pro duce st udies, report s and assessments. This is impracti cal. Far 

more work needs to be put into the treatm ent of existing and therefore-non-conforming properti es. 

1 4 .4. 4 STUDIES , REPORTS AND ASSESS MENTS 

RECOMMENDED ADDITION 

The SLDC s h o u l d r e quir e a n umbe r of s t u d i e s , repo r ts and a s sessme n ts to 
i n s ure decis i on-maker s a r e a dequa t e l y i n f o rme d f t h e imp a ct s o f 
devel opme n t t o ma ke the bes t d ec i s ion p o s s ible. Th e Co un t y s ho u l d 
prepare a l l s tud i es , r epor t s and a sses sment s at the expense of the 
applicant unl e s s t h e appl ican t wa nt s t o p r e p a re t hem a t thei r o wn cos t 

• 
and e xpense . An escrow account must be set up by the applicant to 
i n s u r e that al l agreed upon reports and studies prepared for t h e 
applicant by the County, will be paid for regardless of the outcome of 
t h e application process . S t u d ies , repo r ts a n d a s s es s me n t s s hou ld b e 



• r equ ire d f o r a l l app l ica t ions f or d iscre t ionary deve lopmen t approva l on 
p r i vat e p rop e rty , pub l ic property l e a s e d a private pe rson o r ent i ty , 
a n d c apital f a c i lit i e s p r oj e cts i n t he uni n c o rpo r at ed p ort i on o f t he 
Cou n ty , i ncl udi ng schools and assessment or i mpro vemen t d i s tr ict s . Such 
r e por t s should no t be r e q uired f or minor variances , t he r egistration of 
a n o n - c on f orming u s e or a n a ppl i ca t i on f or mi n i s te r i a l deve lopmen t 
approva l which has been subj ect to a pr i o r d is c re t ionary deve l opment 
r e v i e w p rocess , or has a vested right to development . EIS studies 
should b required for DCI expansions. 

REASON FOR ADDITIONS 

Th e Coun ty shou l d not b e req uired t o pa y f or r equired S t ud i e s , Report s , 
and As s e s sm e n t s t ha t are sol e ly originated by the ac t ions o f an 
appl ican t f o r l and de v elopment . Thi s over sight wo ul d provide an 
una ccep tab l e b ur den on the Coun t y. Hi s t ory ha s s h o wn tha t man y l an d 
development projects collapse due to market conditions , bankrupt cies , 
etc . The Coun ty should no t be left "ho l di n g the bag" in these 
s i t ua t ion s . 

There are many mi n i s teri a l development s ituations fo r which an 
app l ican t may h a ve a ves t e d r i gh t t o de v elop , b u t b e cause t h e righ t was 
ves t ed prior to t h e code bei ng adopted , c oul d n o t ha ve bee n r e qu ire d t o 
go t h r o ugh a discretionary development r e v i e w process . 

RECOMMENDED ADDITION 

• Studies , Reports, and Assessments prepared by County Staff , Private 
consultants, or the applicant must be prepared against a Scope-of-work 
prepared by the Administrator . Completed Draft Studies , report, and 
Assessments must be released to any agency or community group having 
standing prior to the preparation of any development order. Opportunity 
for comment should be provided to assist the Administrator in 
determining whether or not the Scoping criteria have been met. Scope­
of-work orders shall, at a minimum , reflect the critera described in 
the SLOC. Once the review process has been completed, the Administer 
shall accept, Accept with Revision, or reject the Reports, Studies, and 
Assessments. All reviews shall accompany the SRA's through the 
development review process. 

REASON FOR ADDITION : 

Many o f the Cou n ty 's La n d Use decisions that wind up in Cou rt do so 
because o f chal l enges t o t he accu r acy or adequacy o f the information 
uti l ize d to p r omulga t e t he deve l opm en t ord e r. I t is t h e r efor e 
i mp era ti ve to p rovide guidance t o t he code wri ters tha t a cl e a r r e vi ew 
p rocess must be written i n t o the code . Review can on ly de termi n e 
"ade qua cy" if p e rform e d t o a st an dard. Th e s c ope -o f - work b a s e d on 
cri tera ident ified i n t h e SLDC is t he s t andard to whi c h SRA's mus t be 
judged. 
The p r o cess i den tified i n t h e S LDP f or t h e c r e a t ion o f De v elopme n t 
Orde rs r equ ire s a p re - appli cation comm un ity me e t ing wh i c h wo ul d b e 
per formed prior t o t h e crea t ion o f any S tudies , Reports , and 

• 
As s e s smen t s . Commun i t y Organ iza ti ons an d RO's wo ul d n o t , t here fo r e , have 
t he b en efit o f t h e s e St ud i es, Reports, an d As s essmen ts t o jud ge th e 
me r i ts o f t he p roposed deve lopmen t appl ication . The applicat ion 



• process sho uld t h e refor e, i ncl ude these o r gan i zat i ons wit h s t andi n g, in 
t he documen t revi ew process . I f this does not occur , any p rocess that 
req uire s a quasi-j udi ci al app lica t ion wi ll be r e qui red t o produce t h ese 
documen ts as part of the d iscovery process, and the probability of an 
adversa r ia l con t est i s dramati cally in c r eased. 

Recommended Change 

14.4.4 STUDIES, REPORTS AND ASSESSMENTS (Ross and Annie) 
14.4.5 

The County should prepare all studies, reports and assessments unless the applicant wants to prepare them 
at their O'NU cost and expense. 
The applican t may opt to either prepare the SRAs, or to have he Countv prepare the SRAs and 
reimburse the County for the cons ultant fees. staff time and other expenses The applicant shall also pay all 
application and administrative fees. <-Source: a direct quotefront 3.22.10.2. ofthe SLOe 

Reason for Change 

: a new writing ofthe Plan & Code was partly sold to the public with the promise long 
overdue that under a new SLDP & Code, developers would shoulder the expenses that 
their developments create rather than putting that on the County taxpayer. That is still 
what is boasted ofin interviews with County personnel. Here in the draft SLDP we find 
that expectation already being undermined. 

• 14.4.5.1 Specific Plans 

Specific plans accompany the development of an individual property or properties, providing a bridge 
between the SLOP and other applicable plan s. Specific plan s should be required for all mixed use or 
planned developments, such as infill, new urbanism, transit-oriented development and traditional 

neighborhood development. Specific plans should be considered amendments to the SLOP and the LOC 
and should include informat ion such as the following: 

Comment : This is jus t another name for var iance. You do not want to wind up in a situation where the
 
prolife ration of specific plans derails the value of the SDLP and SOLe. We do not want amendm ents to the
 
plan created in wh at migh t be consid ered a haphazard way - amendments to the plan should be coldly
 
calculated, and only amendments that benefit the county at large should be enterta ined ..
 

Description of site and development attributes, suchasthe distribution, number and type of residential units,
 
parking, open space, description of services provided and proposed;
 
Sustainable design and improvement standardsand criteria, standardsfor the conservation of cultural, historical and
 
environmentally sensitive landsand natural resources;
 

A program of implementation and action measures including development approvals and land use
 
techniques required to complete the project, including all phases; and
 
A statement of the relationship and impact of the proposed plan to the SLOP and any applicable area or
 
traditional community plans.
 
Specific plans will require only a single integrated public hearing for all of the discretionary development
 

• 
approvals included within the plan . Specific plans will enable a st reamlined development approval 

proce ss for development that carries out the priorities of the SLOP. 
Santa FeCounty,New Mexico Susta inable Land Development Plan 



• Specif ic plans need to be subject to the same types of approvals asany oth er proposed land use. If there is a 
combination of requirements, then it should go to the Quasi-Judicial fo rmat first. If you don't the n ALL development 
applicat ions wi ll wind up as "specif ic plan" applicati ons 

14.4 .5. 1 SPECIFI C PLANS 

Sp e ci f ic pl a ns ac c ompan y the de v e l opme n t o f a n i nd i vidu a l p roperty o r p roperties, 
providing a bridge b e t we e n the SLDP a nd o t her appl i cabl e pl an s . Specifi c p l a n s sho u ld be 
required f or a l l mixed use o r planned deve lopmen ts, s uc h a s infi l l, ne w u rban i s m, 
t r a nsit - o r ien t e d d e vel opme n t a nd traditional ne ighb orhood d evel opment . Specifi c plans 
should be consi de red amendmen ts t o t h e SLDP a nd the LDC and shou l d inc l ude i n forma t ion 
s uc h as th e f ollowi ng : 

Speci fi c plans wi l l requ ire on ly a s i ng l e integrated publ i c h e a ring f o r a l l of the 
d iscretionar y de ve l opment appro v a l s included wi t h i n the p l a n . Specif i c plan s wi l l enabl e 
a streamlined devel opment app roval pr oc ess f or de vel opment that c a r r ie s ou t t he 
p ri o rit i e s of the SLDP. 

RECOMMENDED DELETION 

It is recommended that 14 .4.5 .1 SPECIFIC PLANS be deleted in its 
entirety. 

Reason for deletion: 

• 
The draft plan does not provide a coherent definition of "Specific 
Plan". "Specific Plans... provide a bridge..." is not a definit ion. Since 
there is no definition , there is no direction for the Code , and the 
development of Specific Plans could provide a very large loophole where 
developers could propose amending the SDLP and SDLC rather than 
complying with existing County ordinance . 

Recommended Change if Specific Plan left in: 

Specific plans will require only a single integrated public PROCESS for all ... 

Reason for Change: 

Based on the plan itself, none of the processes identified in 14.5.3 accep t "Ministerial", allow for a single 
step public hearing. The attached flowchart illustrates the reality of the proposed Plan's process for 
permitting "specific plan amendments". If this process is incorrect, then the plan writers must clearly 
define what IS correct. 

14.5.5.3 COMMUNITY PLANS 

Recommended Change: 

.It is recommended that over a 3-year period following adoption of the SLDP, that 
Community Plans and Community Zoning Ordinances should undergo a communitv 
plannill!! review be reviewed and revised and revision to incorporate the binding 
principles enunciated in the SLDP 

•
 



•
 14.5 GOALS, POLICIES AND STRATEGIES (Ross and Annie)
 

Comments: there's little or nothing about public notice of applications in this section. Nor is 
there a policy that the code (& plan ) be written in layman 's language. 

Strategy 44.3.1 : Update community plans and zoning ordinances to be consistent with the SLOP 
and SLDC within three (3) years from the date of adoption of the SLOP. 

Comment: What is the Planning dept. or Legal Dept. thinking that is not consistent with the 
SLOP & SLOC in the existing com munity plans /codes that they might press to overturn in 3 
years? 
NEW Polic,,' 44.3.2: Ensure that all lamHlage used in the SLOP and SLDC is clear. unambiguous 
and that technical or special ized words are defined in context sufficiently so that all citizens can 
read with com prehension. 

NEW Policy 44.3.3: Ensure that the residents and conun unities of the Countv are allowed 
sufficient time to review and comment on any development applications. 

New Policy rovide alternatives for public notice to include timel", posting on the Coun ty 
website of applications as they are submitted. as for example. searchable by the 4 regional 
management areas. 

•	 Policy 46.5: Updates or amendments to the SLOP, area plans, specifi c plans, and community 
plans should be prepared in accordance with the SLOP. 

NEW Policy: Ensure that any proposed amendments to the SLDP ami SLDC are 
raised for public review annually within a predictable and equitable time frame. 

•
 



• XII. ADJOURNMENT 

Having completed the agenda and with no further business to come before this 
Committee, Chair Romero declared the meeting adjourned at approximately 8:40 p.m. 

Approved by: 

~RJ2(~-
Jon Paul Romero, Chair 
CDRC 

AT~r 

CO£~ 

Before me, this _ _ day of , 2010. • My Commission Expires: 
Notary Public 

~U.zlZitted by 

Debbie d~,~ordswork 

• County Development Review Committee: April 29, 2010 
Special SLOP Planning Meeting 
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EXHIBIT 

United Communities of Santa Fe - Other Changes 

• These items are important, but not immediately actionable. 

Chapter 8 Sustainable Design and Development 

There is insufficient mention of solid waste in the plan. This seemed the most 
appropriate place to put it. 

ADD: 8.2.4 RECYCLING AND THE MANAGEMENT OF THE SOLID WASTE 
STREAM 
The CityjCounty Landfill at Caja del Rio 

• 

In 1976, the U.S. Congress passed the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA). RCRA (as amended) and in particular Subtitle D, established todays 
modem waste management guidelines including the lining of landfills and other 
environmental protections. RCRA set a deadline for all non-complying landfills to 
close or come into compliance. Faced with this deadline, and the tremendous costs 
associated with compliance, the City and the County elected to jointly establish a 
single complaint landfill and to close their two non-compliant sites (Paseo de Vista 
and Agua fria) . They formalized this approach in a 1995 Joint Powers Agreement 
which created the Santa Fe Solid Waste Management Agency (SFSWMA, the 
Agency) and charged SFSWMA with developing a new landfill in accordance with 
Subtitle D construction and operating standards. 
The Caja del Ruio landfill consists of two parcels of private land and approximately 
200 acres donated by the Federal Bureau of Land Management. The final site covers 
approximately 430 acres immediately west of the Marty Sanchez Golf Course. It is 
estimated that the current landfill will meet the needs of the City and County for the 
next thirty five years. The landfill operation is completely self-sufficient and relies on 
"tipping fees" and the sale of recyclables to offset its development, operations and 
closing costs. The facility (including BuRRT) employs 41 people. 

The County Transfer Stations 

Santa Fe County's Solid Waste Division provides seven (7) solid waste and recycling 
transfer stations for use of residents and businesses within the County's political 
boundaries. These Stations are: Stanley, San Marcos, La Cienega, Eldorado, 
Tesuque, Jacona, and Nambe. Access to these stations is restricted to solid waste 
permit holders. Permits are available to residents of the County and include per-trip 
punch passes and individual bag tags. Commercial haulers may use the stations 
with a charge account and are limited by volume. The Solid waste Division employs 
24 people and trucks all waste and recyclables delivered to its sites to the Caja del 
Rio Landfill or to the Buckman Road Recycling and Transfer (BuRRT) Station. 

• Recycling Background, the Buckman Road Recycling and Transfer Station 



----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2 United Communities of Santa Fe - Other Changes 

• Under the leadership of SFSWMA, a study was completed in 2004 reaffirming the 
need for a local Material Recovery Facility (MRF). In 2007, a twenty year lease with 
the City of Santa Fe gave SFSWMA control of the City's Paseo de Vista transfer 
station, and in 2008 the station became the Buckman Road Recycling and Transfer 
Station with MRF capability. BuRRT houses state-of-the-art recycling equipment 
including sorting and baling systems for cardboard, paper, plastic, and cans, and a 
glass crushing system that allows the production of various grades of finds . 
BuRRT's material recovery facility currently recovers mixed paper, cardboard, 
aluminum cans, #1 and #2 plastic bottles, steel cans and other paper grades (SOP). 
In addition it processes tires, green waste, scrap metal, electronic waste, Fluorescent 
light bulbs, carpet padding, soft-cover books, telephone books, and glass bottles and 
jars. 

Current Practices: 

Currently, Construction, demolition and Commercial waste make up over two thirds 
of the waste deposited at the Caja Del Rio Landfill, yet represent only a very small 
fraction of the material deposited at BuRRT for recycling. County residents 
recycling rate is less than 8% when judged against what is delivered by the Solid 
Waste Division, and drops to less than two percent, if judged against the total waste 
stream delivered by both commercial and solid waste division vehicles. Meanwhile 
BuRRT is operating far under its capability or capacity.

• REASON: Th i s i s t he o n l y p lace in the Pl an t ha t so l id 
wa st e man a gemen t i s dea l t wi th a nd i t ne eds to be dea lt 
wi t h c lear ly . 

ADD Strategy 22. 1.2 to read:
 
Create tax incentives for smaller, more efficiently built green buildings/residences.
 

Rea son : Smal ler , be tter designed b ui ldings are p rimary 
in the li st o f principles o f s ma r t , green deve l opmen t . 
Th e s mal le r t he footprin t of a b u i lding , t he l e ss 
e nv i ronmen ta l imp a c t i t genera l ly ha s. 

ADD Strategy 22.1.3 
Encourage the design of greenhouses and vegetable gardens into residential 

development. 

Reason : Th is encourages re s identia l f ood p roduct ion , a 
goa l o f ot he r pa r t s o f t he Pl an 

• CHANGE Policy 22.6, adding "block" as a locally available building material. 



3 United Communities of Santa Fe - Other Changes 

• Encourage the use of traditional New Mexico architecture, regional design, building 
types and native building materials, including natural and locally available building 
materials with low-embodied energy, such as adobe, earth, pumice, block, stone and 
wood. 

ADD Policy 22.7: 
Create an annual "green architectural design competition" that would encourage the 
creation of affordable housing plans, preplanned for expansion. Add these plans to 
the County's "book of sustainable architectural styles and methods of construction." 

CHANGE Policy 23. 1. adding "residential. commercial. and 
construction/demolition debris" 
Residential, commercial and construction/demolition debris recycling should be 
required to divert materials from the landfill. 

CHANGE Strategy 23. 1.3, adding "construction/demolition debris" 
Would now read: Educate the public about the need for and the "how to" of 
residential, commercial, and construction/demolition debris recycling through 
educational and informational materials. 

• 
Reason : const r uc tion/demolit ion debr is are t he l a r ge s t 
contr ibutor s t o our l a ndf ill s, so r e cyclin g t hese 
materials i s nece ssa r y . 

ADD Strategy after 23.1.3 to read: 
Offer incentives to contractors, hauling businesses, etc. to recycle everything. 

ADD GOAL AFTER GOAL 23: 
GOAL: Develop incentives for the retrofitting and use of green design principles in 
existing housing throughout the county 

Add new Policy: 
Develop a program of incentives to provide water catchment systems and other 
energy-saving systems to existing houses within the County 

Add new Policy: 
Encourage the design and placement of clustered "compound" style building 

improvements on existing lots over five acres and in traditional communities where 
such compounds have historically occurred. 

ADD a second GOAL after GOAL 23, to read:
 
Encourage the use of local building materials and locally recycled materials,
 
maintaining a balance between use and overuse of local resources (e .g. trees, stone).
 

ADD Policy #1 after this goal to read: 

• 
Locally recycled materials (e.g. recycled shredded newspapers as excellent 
insulation) should be used when possible. 



4 United Communities of Santa Fe - Other Changes 

• ADD Strategy under this policy to read: 
When possible, utilize locally recycled materials in road and trail building and 
maintenance. 

These are related to solid waste handling 

Add Strategy 24.3.3: 
Develop a community program for periodic trash pick-D up days for large items and 
waste not accepted at transfer stations. (AS IS) 

ADD the following policies and goals 
Strategy: Inaugurate a fee by weight system to replace the current punch card system 
at all transfer stations. 

Goal: Increase Commercial and C and D (Construction and Demolition) recycling 
efforts 

Policy: Develop a program of incentives and ordinance to encourage C and D waste 
haulers to separate materials that can be recycled. 

Policy: Develop a program of incentives and ordinance to encourage Commercial 
businesses to recycle 

• Policy: Develop a program of incentives and ordinance to encourage commercial 
haulers to provide services for diverting commercial and C and D recyclables to 
BuRRT 

Strategy: Ban the disposal of designated recyclable materials either at the point of 
generation and/or the point of disposal (BuRRT and Caja del Rio Landfill) 

Strategy: Develop business recycling guidelines for distribution through Chamber of 
Commerce, Santa Fe Alliance, other sources. 

Strategy: Investigate what other materials could be recovered for recycling or reuse 
/exchange 

Strategy: hire a county wide waste reduction/recycling program manager 

Goal: Adopt a "County sustainability plan and a 33% recycling goal to be achieved by 
2012 (as proposed by the New Mexico Recycling Coalition) 

Policy: Explore additional local, regional, and national recycling markets 

Strategy: Create annual competition for designing local commercial uses for the 
County's recyclables 

• Strategy: provide incentives for local business to utilize locally produced recyclable 
materials, including thinning forests for fire prevention and putting the timber on the 
market for local green building. 



5 United Communities of Santa Fe - Other Changes 

• Strategy: Require the use of locally Recycled materials in all County RFP's that deal 
with construction, road building, or maintenance. 

Strategy: Set up an area at BuRRT for materials reuse/exchange that would be 
directly operated by one or more non-profit organizations or commercial enterprises. 
Set up collection centers at the transfer stations. 

Chapter 9 Public Safety 

Change Key Issue 9.1.1.3: 
3. Some rural development can not be adequately served by County emergency services due 
to several factors, including distance from service points, inadequate emergency access, lack 
of fire protection water, and failure of property to meet life safety codes. 

To read: 
3. Some rural development can not be adequately served by County emergency 
services due to several factors, including distance from service points, inadequate 
emergency access, lack of fire protection water, inadequate telecommunications 
capacity, and failure of property to meet life safety codes. 

• 
Reason: There are dead zones for cell phone service 
across the county which make citizen reporting of 
emergencies impossible. For example, on highways 14 and 
41 about 1/3 of the routes do not have cell phone 
service. On N.M. 502 (Chupadero) and 503 (Cundiyo) there 
are also dead zones. There are also mountainous areas of 
the county where radio communications are sporadic. 

9.1.2 KEYS TO SUSTAINABILITY 

Change Key to Sustainability 9. 1.2.2: 
2. Volunteer recruitment and retention are critical to the continuing success of the Fire 
Department. Sufficient attention and resources must be dedicated to meet this need. 

To read: 
2. Volunteer recruitment and retention are critical to the continuing success of the 
Fire Department. Sufficient attention and resources must be dedicated to meet this 
need. Cultivating community cooperation andgoodwill are essential to this end. 

Reason: Some communities have felt that the initial 
camaraderie developed by volunteer fire departments has 
been squashed by creating a unified county-wide Fire 
Department. 

Change; Add new Key to Sustain ability 9. 1.2.7: 
7. Involve communities in public safety planning to include: neighborhood watch, ride-along 

• programs with the Sheriffs Office, volunteer fire department fundraising, planning for 
public safety capitol improvements, planning for fiber-optics and telecommunications 
improvements to enhance cell phone and computer service in remote areas of the county. 



6 United Communities of Santa Fe - Other Changes 

•
 

•
 

Reason: 
There is a disconnect between citizens and polieymakers that resulted in the failure 
of a General Obligation Bond for Fire Department capitol improvements in 2009. 
This results from independent community supported Volunteer Fire Departments 
being taken into the County-wide system and the perceived lack of service from the 
Sheriff's Department for communities in the remote areas of the county (lack of 
substations). 
Add new Strategy 24.6.2: 
Strategy 24.6.2. Involve communities in neighborhood watch and ride-along 
programs with the Sheriff's Office. 

Reason : The s e exis ting and past p rograms should b e
 
a d ve r t i s ed to i nc r ease citizen pa r ticipat ion and he nc e
 
t he ir e ffect iveness .
 

Add new Strategy 24.8.1: 
Strategy 24.8.1. Utilize the existing Graffiti Program Coordinator to work with 
community organizations to remove and prevent graffiti. 

Re a s on : Thi s exist i ng p rogram s hou ld be a dver tised to
 
i nc r e a se c it i ze n parti cipation and hence its
 
ef fec tiveness .
 

Add new Policy 28.3: 
Policy 28.3: Support communities in their attempts to get fiber optics and other 
telecommunications infrastructure in place. 

Reason : The r e are dead zo ne s f o r ce l l pho ne serv ice 
ac ros s the county which make cit i zen reporti n g of 
eme rge n c ie s impossible. For example, o n h i ghwa y s 14 and 
41 abou t 1 / 3 of the r oute s do no t ha v e ce l l pho ne 
s erv i c e. On N.M. 502 (Chupade ro) a n d 5 03 (Cun d i yo ) t he r e 
a r e a ls o d ead zones. There a r e a l s o mou nta inous a r ea s o f 
the cou nty where r adi o commun ica t ions a re spo rad ic . 

Chapter 11 Water 

Policy 38.34: 
E ncourage the use of septic tank effluent altern atives that utilize gravity feed systems to 
remove nitrates and o ther serious contaminants as potential aquifer pollutants. 

Add to the end : 
Encourage the use of septic tank effluent alternatives that utilize gravity feed systems 
to remove nitrates and other serious contaminants as potential aquifer pollutants, 
and to recycle water. 

• Add Policy 38.34.1: 
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• Require wastewater systems as they become economically viable. Create a focus 
groups to study economic viability. 

Re ason : Tec hno logy fo r b lac k- wate r is ver y c l o s e t o b e i n g 
economica l ly v iable a nd ava i lable . It is crit ical f o r the 
future of water recycli ng . 

Add New Policy section 38 
Study viability of distributed water treatment, capture, and recycling versus 
centralized systems. 

Re a son : I t is no t clea r t hat c e ntra lize d wate r 
dist ribution or r ecycling is e c onomicall y f easibl e o r 
advantageous in all areas . 

• 

• 
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Recommendations to the CORC/PC on the 4/15/10 draft of the SLOP j 7
Issues List Chapter 14 Governance --....:....-_­

• By Ann Murray, Cerrillos 

Here are 7 issues that concern us. 

-- The first is that Registered Organization officers should be listed rather than 
members in the recognition process. (14.2) 

A list of the members of an org is not something that even the r'\IM PRC 
requires and would be burdensome and questionable for organizations who may 
have policies about sharing their membership lists, or for large organizations like 
Sierra Club. 

--We also think that applications should require owner's name(s) addresses and 
contact information, or board of directors names and contact person if an LLC or 
corporation. (14.5.3.1) 

The public has the "right to know" who or what comprises the "owner". 
Corporations, for example, sometimes have records of compliance that might be 
important to consider along with an application. 

•
-- With regard to notification to the public, we recommend that applications be 
posted onto the County website as they are submitted. (14.5.3.1) 
Along with "the right to receive notice and participate as deemed appropriate by the 
Administrator", other forms of public notice should be used, such as NMEO sends 
monthly for water discharge plans. Then this right isn't subject to the 
Administrator's discretion. 

--With regard to amendments, under the draft Regulatory Structure section, hearing 
bodies are given the power to amend the plan text, community plans, and the code 
text. 

An ability for the BCC or PC to initiate such amendments of the Plan/Code at 
any time, especially in relation to a particular application before them for review 
could be subject to political expedience or even abuse. Instead, we recommend 
annual review of proposed amendments in a way that is unrelated directly to 
pending applications. 

--Concerning the language used in the draft Plan & Code, we think it appropriate to 
substitute the use of the word "approval" with "application" where appropriate to 
clarify the meaning. (14.4.3.3) 

The word "approval" is used with much ambiguity throughout both the draft 
Plan and Code. "Approval" can be both a noun & verb, and should not be used to 
replace the noun "application". Otherwise it also becomes a biased framing of a 
process that must remain impartial. 

• --With regard to Studies, Reports and Assessments, we think they should generally 
be prepared and paid for by the applicant not the county. Staff should critically and 
independently assess these reports. (14.4.4) 

1
 



A new writing of the Plan & Code was partly sold to the public with the 
promise that developers would shoulder the expenses that their developments 
create rather than putting that on the County taxpayer. However, in the draft Plan 
we find that expectation already being undermined. 

We recommend the following policy also found in the Draft Code: "Require • 
and encourage the applicant to either prepare the SRAs, or to have the County 
prepare the SRAs and reimburse the County for the consultant fees, staff time and 
other expenses." --Source: from 3.22.10.2. of the SLDC 

--The last concern I'm presenting concerns Specific Plans defined as 100 acres or 
more and include DCI's. 

They are given extraordinary powers to mutate (amend) any zoning area they 
might target. Developers would have little incentive to comply with the Code or an 
existing Community Plan. This could create large impacts to a community little 
mentioned in the language as presented in the draft Plan. Such plans should be 
considered first within an affected community. They should require sufficient time 
and opportunity for the public to fairly assess rather than "streamlining" or fast­
tracking. (14.4.5.1) 

We intend to continue meeting with staff to find agreement on these issues. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

• 

•
 
2
 



EXHIBIT
 

•	 The Sustainable Land Development Plan (SLOP) for Santa Fe County 

Questions and Redlines; Chapters 7 thru 15 

General 

•	 Staffing needed, ensure enforcement officers are equipped with proper tools, 
follow up inspections, posting of permi ts. 

•	 I noticed a lot of proposed policies mentions, the word require numerous times. 
How are we going to enforce this to make it work? 

•	 Chapter 4, Agriculture and Ranching, I would like to add some policy or strategy 
to support programs for commun ity gardens for existing and future Mobile Home 
Park' s. 

• 
Document 

•	 Chapter 7.2.1. L Subtitle ; Existing Electrical Sources and 7.2.1.2, Subtitle; 
Existing Conditions, pg. 121. Add as a policy or strategy or both? Santa Fe 
County, the State. Electrical providers and comrnunitie should form a partnership 
to attempt to raise funding to bur, existing and proposed new overhead electrical 
lines to protect and create scenic vistas. 

•	 Chapter 7.2.2.2, Subtitle; Solar, pg. 122. Add after second sentence. Howe er, 
existing County Codes exist , which prohibit development on steep slopes and 
restrict heights. 

•	 Chapter 7.2.2.2, Subtitle; Solar and 7.2.2.3, Subtitle; Wind, pg. 123. Height and 
slope variances may be needed in some cases. Need to clarify the County's 
position about the public utilizing S13 1031 to obtain height variances. 

•	 Chapter 7.2.2.5, Subtitle; Geothermal, pg. 123. I had the opportunity to inspect 
some of these systems my last three years with the City. Add Sentence; Currently 
these systems can be costly up front. however. Geothermal can be a prominent 
heating and cooling source for Santa Fe County in the near future. 

•	 Chapter 8.2.1.1, Subtitle; Alternative Material s and Methods of Construction, pg. 
133. "Sustainable Development Testing Site Act of 200T '. Are there any fthese 
testing sites in Santa Fe County? 

•	 Chapter 8 mentio ns minimum standards for Green Building requirements, floor 
area ratio or density incentives. Strategy 21.2.2, pg. 138; Analyze City and State 

•	 
Green Building Codes. It is time for Santa Fe County to establish their own 
building inspections department in order to enforce this new LDPl CIO will not 
conduct inspections on County Codes. 



• • Chapter 8.3, Subtitle; Goa ls, Policies and Strategies, pages 138 & 139. Add 
Strategy 23.3 .4. Develop Countywide Horse manure areas for the public. These 
areas could be used for compost areas as well . Of course, horse manure has to sit 
for awhil e before it an be used and only be used in smaller quantities. This 
would discourage property owners from dumping horse manure in arroyos and 
flowlines. 

•	 Chapter 9.1.1, number 3 pg. 140. Add after water, "steep driveways. weather 
conditions" and .. 

•	 Chapter 9.1.2, Subtitle; Keys to Sustainability, pg. 140. Insert #7. Ensure Land 
Usc ~ nforcemcn t Officers arc equipped with adequate tools and access to 
properties to conduct aggressive inspections to ensure plan and code directives are 
carried forward. Is this the proper section? 

•	 Chapter 10.1.1, Subtitle; Key Issues, #5, pg. 153; lack of consistent road standard s 
for development throughout the County? There has always been road standards. 

•	 Chapter 10.2.2.5, Subtitle; Future Roadway Recommendations, pg. 159. Four­
lane widening of NM 14 from Camino Vista Grande to Camino Justicia. Where is 
Camino .Tusticia? Is this part of the scenic byway as well? 

• 
• Chapter 10.2.4.2, Subtitle; Complete Streets, pg. 170. Add consideration; 

"Setbacks from the actual roadways to ensure safety ". ( Some basecourse trails 
are too close to the actual driving surface or roadway. Then they end up 
becoming the shoulder of the roadway. In addition. when cars pull over. they 
have a tendency of parking on top of these trails). (Rahbit Road by Oshara is a 
good examplea f this) . 

•	 Chapter 10.2.4.4, Subtitle; Context Sensitive Solutions, pg. 171. This also has to 
do with public or private roads and maintenance. H is possible lor a deve loper to 
construct roads to private tandards which are substandard to public roads. The 
difference is. private roads have to be maintained by propertj owners or 
homeowners association and public roads are maintained by the County. In ome 
cases there may never be a homeowners association. Maybe all roads should be 
constructed to public standards. 

•	 Chapter 10.2.5.1, Subtitle; Paved Shoulders, pg. 172. Sometimes pave shoulders 
or bicy Ie lanes may also become surface drainage conveyance systems or paved 
swales if you will. These also increase the velocity of surface drainage now. 
Especially downhill from cuts. At sometimes could be dangerous for bicycles? 

•	 Chapter 10.2.5.5 , Subtitle; Roundabouts, pg. 175. Add consideration #5 . ..It is 
not recommended to retrofit Roundabouts at existing intersections with 
insufficient right-of-way available". Example: Avenida De Las Campanas in the 
City. 

•	 Chapter 10.2.6.1, Subtitle; Dust Mitigation, pg. 177. Add "and concerns" after 
Environmental Costs and add "surface' after greater, before stonnwater. 

• 
• Chapter 11.1.1, Subtitle; Key Issues, #8. pg. 183. "Watershed boundaries do not 

align with political boundaries.. . ..Strong Statement! Also I would like to add a 
sentence at the end of paragraph. More effecti ve enforcement of the County's 
existing Terrain Management Ordinance should be considered. 



• • Chapter 11.3.11.5, Subtitle; Conservation, pg. 207. Ore. water systems need to be 
coordinated and inspected by CID. 

• Chapter 11.3.12.1, Subtitle; Existing County Strategies, pg. 209. Make sure 
rainwater harve ting information matches the previous page. My recollection is 
all residences 2500 heated or more have to comply. All commercial building 
have to comply regardless of square footage or heated area. (Penny and I wrote it) 

•	 Chapter 11.3.12.2, Subtitle; Rainwater Capture, Treatment and Use, pg. 209 . Is 
this legal? Can it be enforced? How docs "Grandfathered" come into play. 

•	 Chapter 11.4.1.1, Subtitle; County Wastewater Service Areas, pg. 216. Which 
facility is going to accommodate the proposed Santa Fe Film Studios? I think the 
sewer tie-in is already in place to either the County Public Safety Complex or 
State Penitentiary! ational Guard Complex. Mention in plan. 

•	 Chapter 11.5.1.3, Subtitle; Stormwater Master Plan, pg . 222. Add sentence after 
maintained "or constructed in the proper locations". Also I would like to see 
more information on the upper third , mid third and lower third of the watershed 
concept. 1 would like to see what staff (Shelly) has to say about it. 

•	 Chapter 11.5.1.5, Subtitle; Low Impact Development, pg. 224. As part of the 
LID, County 'taffneed to come up with some kind of template for drainage 
calculations for small development such as addition, sheds, garages (attached and 
detached). The City ha one in place and the lots are smaller. County lots are 
usually a lot larger. This would save the public costs in engineering. Add as 

•
 
trategy.
 

•	 Chapter 11.6, Subtitle; Goals, Policies and Strategies, pg. 233. Insert Policy 
#38.63. Offer incentives to the public for the abandonment of old cess pools and 
defecti ve/old eptic syterns, 

•	 Chapter 12.1.2, Subtitle; Keys to Sustainability, pg. 234. Insert sentence to #5. 
Financial guarantees for developments shall bc kept in place until completion of 
all off-site and site improvements. 

•	 Chapter 12.2.10, Subtitle; Development Agreements, pg. 237 & 238. Insert to 
useful tools to Community and County. Development Agreements can be 
coordinated to run concurrently or simultaneously with the letter of credits and 
other financial guarantees required by the ounty. 

•	 Chapter 12.3.8.4, Subtitle; Development Agreements, pg. 257. Can also be used 
a mentioned above. 

•	 Chapter 12.3.10, Subtitle; Capital Improvements Plan, pages 260 & 261. Insert 
sentence under sixth level. "These projects will be subject to comply with the 
Santa Fe County Land Development Code as the private sector docs". (This will 
be a good example for the public on how to use the code. ) 

•	 Chapter 14.1.2, Subtitle; Key to Sustainability, pg. 278. Insert number 14. 
"Work with the federal and state agencies to address and solve issues of mutual 
concern". 

• 
• Chapter 14.2.1.3, Subtitle; Community Organizations and Registered 

Organization, pg. 28 1. Does it need to be mentioned what CO's and RO's do not 
have the right (0 do? 



• • Chapter 14.4.1.1, Subtitle; Board of County Commissioners, pg. 286. I wo uld like 
to insert "with or without financial guarantees" to the end of approve development 
agreements, if the BCC agrees. 

•	 Chapter 14.1.2, Subtitle; Planning Commission, pages 286 & 287. Insert 
"acknowledge or confirm legal lots of record " , Also insert, "Conduct site visits 
in the field". 

•	 Chapter 14.4. 1.3, Subtitle; Heart ing Officer, 14.4.1.4, Administrator, 14.4.1.5, 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), pg . 287 . What kind of qualifications will 
they need to have? 

•	 Chapter 14.4.3.1, Subtit le; Pre-application Neighborhood Meeting, pg. 288. Insert 
after first paragraph; "This process docs not apply to permits issued as ministerial 
approval", 

•	 Chapter 14.4.3.2, Subtitl e; General Application Process, pg . 289. Question on 
Development Permit or Order. What is the difference? 

•	 Chapter 14.4.3.3, Subtit le; Types of Approvals, pages 289 & 290. Either insert 
sentences or add new section under Permits. "Development Permits shall be 
posted on site of development for public view , County approved plans shall be 
kept on site of development at all times during construction", Should be repeated 
in more detail in the County Code. 

• 

•
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April 29, 2010
 

To: Members of the County Development Review Board
 
Re: the Proposed Sustainable Land Development Plan, Chapters 11 and 14.
 
From: Rebecca Frenkel
 

Due to a previous engagement at 7:30 PM I may not be able to give my suggestions to the Board during the 
meeting of April 29th

• I appreciate that the Board is having multiple public hearings on the proposed Plan 
and that the County Planning Department has been very generous with their time listening to members of the 
public at numerous meetings. Thank you to both. 

In general I think that the Plan is a step in the right direction. Planning for how current land and resources 
uses can be regulated in order to have both available to future generations is important. Already we have 
used more than our share during the last 100 years. Preparing for the next 100 years is important. 

A concern of mine (and others) has been the lack of reference to methods of enforcement in the past and 
present Plan. 

I am addressing only two chapters of the present plan, Chapters 11 and 14 in very general terms with a few 
suggestions for changing in wording. 

Chapter 11 

•	 The plan recognizes the need to conserve water and limit use of ground water. At the same time it would 
recognize possible requests for developments where surface water is not available. There may be areas in 
the county where proposed land uses must use ground water where the source may be limited, should not be 
permitted. Using density as a determining factor when it is not clear in the plan how the density levels in the 
various zoning areas has been determined. Previously we know that it was based on known water resources 
but since 1996 General Plan changes, that is not longer considered. Also, the more surface waters are tapped 
there will be an impact on ground water since is less filtrating into the ground water. I am only a 20 year 
resident of New Mexico so I have no right to close the gate to new arrivals, but growth must recognize the 
need to leave water resources for future generations. 

I believe that there needs to be more recognition of the Plans recommendations for agriculture and that there 
is no mention of this in the water chapter. There needs to be recognition of the large amount of water that 
agriculture uses and address this issue in the Water Chapter. 

Please consider the possible modifications: 

Pg. 182, Key Issue #3, last sentence, change last word "considered" to "planned for implementation". 
Key Issue #5, Line 4, Change "reasonable" to, "Capita use is within mandated limits" ..... 

Pg. 225, Goal 34: add after "constraints", With the goal ora sustainable water supply. 

• Policy 34.2: Line 2, so that it reads, "desert climate in relation to sustaining water supplies. 

Policy 34.34, change.25 acre-feet per dwelling unit to 0.20 
acre feet per dwelling. (6000 gal per month should be more than sufficient.) 



"� 

• (continuing Chapter 11)� 

Policy 37.13: Change to: "Use ground water resources as a limited backup supply to supplement the� 
surface water supply from the BDD in extreme conditions." 

Pg. 229, Strategies 38.10.2 and 3 should have community participation and education because these are 
expensive and risky methods. 

Pg. 229 Policy 38.15: add: with an annual report to the BCC and the vublic. 

Pg. 230, Strategy 38.16.1: A 40 year plan is not addressing sustainable. Change to a 100 year plan. 

Strategy 38.18.1 Change to "Complete the lQQ..year Water Plan." 

Chapter 14 

Governance and transparency are of particular interest to me. I congratulate the County for the recent 
adoption of changes to provide greater transparency of county government and thank the Planning Dept. for 
making some changes to the Plan that I have suggested as important to allow greater community 
participation. 

• The introduction to this chapter suffers from poor sentence structure and should be addressed by an editor. 
The remainder of the chapter is clearer than previous writings of this section. 

Pg. 286, Sec . 14.4.1.1 Last sentence, Change "a final development order is to be issued by the Planning 
Commission", to order may be issued by. 

Pg. 287, Add to PLANNING COMMISSION, after last dot, * When making quasi-judicial decisions, the 
members ofthe Planning Commission may not communicate with any persons that may appear before 
the public hearing ofthe Commission. 

Pg. 290, Sec. 14.4.4, add after the last sentence of the first paragraph, These studies. reports and assessments 
shall be available in a timely manner for the public to view. 

Pg. 191, Sec. 14.4.3, Add to the last sentence,./Orthe next 100 years, under all conditions. 

Pg. 294, Strategy 46.1.1: Add after "Tribal lands, and request Tribal Governments to reciprocate by 
informing the County ofTribal projects to be located adjacent to County lands. 

Thanks you for your attention.� 

Rebecca Frenkel� 

• 
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