STATE OF NEW MEXICO
OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER

SANTA FE

Scott A. Verhines, P.E. February 26, 2014 CONCHA ORTIZ Y PINO BLDG.
State Engineer POST OFFICE BOX 25102

130 SOUTH CAPITOL

SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO B7504-5102

(505) B27-6091

FAX: (505) B27-3806
Jose E. Larrafiaga
Development Review Team Leader CERTIFIED MAIL
Santa Fe County RETURN RECEIPT
P.O. Box 276 REQUESTED

Santa Fe, NM 87504-0276
Reference: Elevation at Rancho Viejo Master Plan Resubmittal
Dear Mr. Larrafiaga:

On February 5, 2014, the Office of the State Engineer (OSE) received a request to re-evaluate the
proposal for the Elevation at Rancho Viejo Master Plan (also known as the College North
Master Plan).

This office reviewed and provided comments for the Elevation at Rancho Viejo Master Plan on
January 10, 2014. For details, please refer to this letter.

The new document submitted to this office is the Water Utilities Service Availability Analysis.

The proposal provides an outline for the creation of three lots which consist of the development
of a 214-unit apartment complex on Lot 1-B and 10 single family residences on Lot 1-A. Lot 1-
C will be reserved for a future single/multi-family development. The applicant is seeking to
amend the College North Master Plan and would like to relocate the 214-unit apartment complex
project from the west end of the property to the eastside of the property in response to neighbor
concerns. The property is located on the intersection of College Drive and Richards Avenue
within Section 21, Township 16 North, Range 9 East. The proposed water supply is to be
provided by Santa Fe County Utilities.

This proposal was reviewed pursuant to the Santa Fe County Land Development Code (Code)
and the New Mexico Subdivision Act.

This submittal responds to the comment that the Water Utilities Service Availability Analysis
was not included in the last submittal but listed as being supplied. This Analysis has now been
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Elevation at Rancho Viejo
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provided. It should be noted that this Analysis does not fulfill the ready and willing letter from
the utility that is required by Section 6.4.4(a) of the Code.

All other comments from NMOSE's previous January 10, 2014 letter still apply.

Article VII, Section 6.1 of the Code allows the Santa F County Land Use staff to refer
development plans to state agencies for review “if; in the opinion of the County Hydrologist and
the Code Administrator, such referrals will provide information necessary to the determination
of whether or not a proposed development is in conformance with provisions of this Code”. The
OSE recognizes the proactive actions on behalf of the County to solicit the technical opinion of
the OSE on this development plan. However, because the proposed development is not formalty
covered under the New Mexico Subdivision Act, the OSE declines to provide an opinion at this
time. We appreciate the opportunity to review the Elevation at Rancho Viejo Master Plan.

If you have any questions, please call Kenneth Richard at 505-827-3838.

Sincerely,

oty Meguuon

Molly Magnuson, P.E.
Water Use & Conservation/Subdivision Review Deputy Bureau Chief

cc:  OSE Water Rights Division, Santa Fe Office
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N STATE OF NEW MEXICO !
;;‘ %%A DEPARTMENT OF CULTURAL AFFAIRS
'% i HISTORIC PRESERVATION DIVISION

BATAAN MEMORIAL BUILDING
Susana Martinez 407 GALISTEGQ STREET. SUITE 236
, SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO 87501
Governor PHONE (505) 827-6320 FAX (505) 827-6338

January 10, 2014

Jose E. Larrafiaga

Development Review Team Leader
County of Santa Fe

102 Grant Avenue

P.0.Box 276

Santa Fe, NM 87504-0276

RE: CDRCCASE # MIS 13-5380 Elevation at Rancho Viejo Master Plan Amendment

Dear Mr. Lamrafiaga:

| am writing in response to your request for review and comment on the above referenced master plan
amendment, received at the Historic Preservation Division (HPD) on December 12, 2013.

I have reviewed our records and the subject property was surveyed by an archacological consultant in
1995. One archaeological site, LA 110168 was documented during that survey. This site is eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places and the State Register of Cultural Properties. Because
the site is eligible, it has been placed in a non-disturbance easement on the preliminary plat.

Because the site was documented in 19935, we recommend that an archaeologist verify the site location
and boundaries to ensure that the non-disturbance easement is in the correct location and is of sufficient
size to protect the site. There have been other situations in which sites were incorrectly located on the
plat and easements placed on sites that were larger than needed. In addition, the preliminary plat should
include the archaeological site number, LA 110168 for future reference.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. 1 can be reached at (505) 827-4064 or by
email at michelle.ensey(@state.nm.us.

Sincerely, |

Michelle M. Ensey

Log: 98391
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Jose Larranaga

From: Hall, John, NMENV <john.hall@state.nm.us>
Sent: Thursday, March 06, 2014 11:23 AM

To: Jose Larranaga

Subject: Rancho Viejo Plan Review

Jose, This didn’t make it to you on my last email try.

Mr, Larra and Mr. Romero,

NMED Ground Water Quality Bureau (GWQB) has reviewed your information concerning the revision to the master plan
at Rancho Viejo received by NMED on December 13, 2013. Based on this review NMEOQ has determined that the changes
fit within the current conditions of Rancho Viejo's Ground Water Discharge Permit and that no further permitting action
is required by GWQB based on this master plan amendment.

If you have any questions, Please contact me.
John Hall
Underground Injection Control Coordinator

New Mexico Environment Dept--Ground Water Quality Bureau
(505) 827-1049

OBA -3



January 21, 2014

Vicente Archuleta

Development Review Team Leader
Santa Fe County Land Use

102 Grant Avenue

Santa Fe, NM 87501

Re: Elevation at Rancho Viejo

Dear Mr. Archuleta:

Santa Fe Public Schools has reviewed information received from Santa Fe County
Development Review Team regarding the above referenced project. Given the estimated build
out projections for the development plan, current capacities at assigned schools (Amy Bieh!
Community School, Capshaw Middle School} will be adequate to serve the anticipated student
population from this development.

We appreciate your observance of City Ordinance 2008-32 allowing Santa Fe Public Schools to
adequately plan for impact to facilities and operations.

Sincerely,

Shirley McDougall

Property & Asset Management

(505) 467-3443
smcdougall@sfps.info

Educational Services Center
610 Alta Vista
Santa Fe, NM 87505

Telephone (505) 467-2000 06{_\ - 3}3 .

www.sfps.info
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March 3, 2014

Mr. Jose E. Larrafiaga

Commercial Development Case Manager
P.O. Box 276

Santa Fe, NM 87504-0276

Re:  CRDC Case #MIS 13-5380 Elevation at Rancho Viejo Master Plan

Dear Mr. Larrafiaga:

Treffic staff reviewed the Development Report for the above referenced project in Santa Fe
County, NM. It Is apparent from the Traffic Impact Assessment that impacts from the
development will be minimal to the state roadway system. No further action is required.

If you have any questions, please {eel free to call me at
505-995-7800.

Sincerely,

R vy

Javier A. Martinez, P.E.
District Traffic Engineer, District 5

Discrice Flve 7315 Cerriltos Road SantaFe, NM 87502

Susana Mariinez
Governor

Tom Church
Cabmet Secretiry

Commissioners

Pcte K. Rahn
Chairman
Disirict 3

Ronald Schmeits
Vice Chairman
Dhstrict

Dr. Kenneth \White
Secretory
Dhstrict |

Robert R. Wallach
Commissioner
Dhstnct 2

Butch Mathews
Commissioner
Dustrict §

Jacksen Gibson
Commissioner
Dhstrict 6
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Daniel “Danny” Mayfield
Conunissioner, District 1

Liz Stefanics
Conunissioner, District 4

Kathy Holian
Commissioner, District 5

Miguel Chavez
Commissioner, District 2

Katherine Miller
County Manager

Robert A. Anaya
Commissioner, District 3

PUBLIC WORKS DIVISION
MEMORANDUM
Date: April 7, 2014
To: Jose Larranaga, Land Use Department

From: Paul Kavanaugh, Engineering Associate Public Works %
Johnny P. Baca, Traffic Manager Public Wor —

Re: CDRC CASE # MIS 13-5380 Elevations at Rancho Viejo Master Plan
Amendment.

The referenced project has been reviewed for compliance of the Land Development Code, and shall
conform to roads and driveway requirements of Article V (Subdivision Design Standards) and Section
8.1 (General Policy on Roads). The referenced project is located within the Community College District
located within Santa Fe County Zoning Jurisdiction and is situated on the east of Richards Avenue,
northeast of College Drive/Burnt Water Road intersection, approximately one mile south of Interstate 25.
The applicant is requesting an amendment to the Cellege North Master Plan to allow multi-family
residential community.

Access:

The applicant is proposing te construct three accesses; the first proposed access is off the Southeast
Connector Road and two accesses off of College Drive. The proposed access on the Southeast Connector
is being proposed as a gated entrance; the two accesses on College Drive will serve a 214-unit apartment
complex. The applicant provided Santa Fe County with a Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by CKS LLC,,
dated December 2013. The purpose of this study is to assess the traffic impacts the proposed project may
have on essential intersections within the area and identify any necessary street improvements to these
intersections. Santa Fe County conducted a study on the existing conditions of the roundabout located at
Richards and College Drive. Santa Fe County has determined that at present the roundabout is operating at
an unacceptable Level of Service. It has been determined that a southbound slip lane would bring this
roundabout to an acceptable Level of Service. Santa Fe County has initiated the placing of this project on
the Capital Improvements Projects list.

Conclusion:

Santa Fe County has been in the process of conducting a northeast and southeast corridor and alignment
study since January 2012, at present a preferred southeast connector alignment has been identified,
however, the final location has yet to be determined. It is staffs opinion that they can support the project
with the following conditions;

o  The Southeast Connector will operate as a Minor Arterial Roadway, therefore, “No Direct” access
unto to the Southeast Connector will be allowed.

s The applicant shall be responsible for the construction of College Drive from the existing terminj
Burnt Water Road, should the project Elevations at Rancho Viejo be constructed prior to the
Southeast Connector being constructed.

102 Grane Avenee ©  Samta Fe, New Mexico 87502 @ 505.956-6200 ©  Fax: 5435-9935.2740) ©
www.santafecountv.o
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Elevations at Rancho Vicjo
Page Il
April 7, 2014

Should the project Elevations at Rancho Viejo be constructed prior to the construction of the
Southeast Connecter, the applicant shall conduct at Traffic Analysis using the data provided for
the slip lane on Richards Avenue to determine the amount of units which can be approved without
causing an unacceptable level Service on the Richards/College Drive Roundabout.

Applicant shall update their Traffic Impact Analysis once Santa Fe County’s traffic data for the
location study becomes publicly available, to determine if any off-site improvements are
warranted.

Applicant shall keep in mind that the geometry of the intersection at the Southeast Connector and
College Drive has not been determined. There is a possibility that a Traffic Circle could be
required at this intersection, which would require a minimum of one hundred five (105") foot
radiuses from the intersection’s center line.

Applicant shall install lefi-turn deceleration lane for College Drive at the main driveway.

0B A~ 4
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“

Daniel “Danpy” Mayfield
Cammissioner, Diserice [

Migucl Chavez
Conunissioner, District 2

Robert A. Anaya
Conunissioner, Distries 3

From:5@59923073

Page:1-7

Kathy Holian
Corrnrdssioner, District 4

Liz Stefanics
Comurissioner, District §

Katherine Miller
County Manager

Santa Fe County Fire Department

Ei

ire Prevention Division

ficial Development Review

o Viejo - Vedura Residential Operating, LLC

l@ New Purposed Road (SE connector), Santa Fe, New Mexico 87508

Case Manager Jose Larranaga

Of
Date 02/21/2014
Project Name Univest Ranch
Project Location College Drive {
Description College North Master Plan
Applicant Name

Agent: Jenkins/Gavin

County Case # MIS 13-53B0

Applicant Address 130 Grant Avel Suite 101 Fire District La Cienega
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
Applicant Phone  505-930-6149
Commercial [} Residential ]  Sprinklers (] Hydrant Acceptance {]
Review Type: Master Plan ] Preliminary [] Final[J Inspectlon [J Lot Split ]
Wildland Variance
Project Status: Approved []| Approved with Conditions [  Denial [

The Fire Prevention Division/Code Enforcement Bureau of the Santa Fe County Kire
Department has reviewed the [above submittal and requires compliance with applicable Santa Fe
County fire aud life safety codes, ordinances and resolutions as indicated:

Fire Department Access

The proposed access for the new SE Connector shall be in place and maintained as the third egress

Final Status

Recommendation for Rancho Vi

applied.

Renge Nix, Inspegt

Lonpp0. . Mé

l

access for the complex. If this i3

unattainable then another egress access point shall be opened.

iejo Master Plan amendment approval with the above conditions

Code Enforcement Official

Through: David Spesling, Chief

File: UnivestRanchoVieje/022114/LC

Cy: Buster Pawty, Fire Marshal
Case Mannges, Jese Larranaga
Applicant
District Chicf La Cicnega

35 Camibo Justicia

Sant

J-A- )]

Date

a Fe, New Mexico 87508 www .santafecountyfire.org

DBA-L2



Daniel “Danny™ Mayfield

Kathy Hellan
Commissipner, Distriet 1

Camumissioner, District 4

dliguel Chavez

Liz Stefanics
Commissioner, District 2

Commissioner, District 5

Robert A. Anayz

Ratherine Miller
Commissioner, District 3

County Manager

Santa Fe County Fire Department
Fire Prevention Division

Official Development Review

Date 121312013

Project Name Univest Rancho Vigjo — Vedura Resldential Operaling, LLC

Project Location HE;l;ege D—r;ve @ Burnt Water Road, Santa Fe, New Mexico 87565 -
Description College North Master Plan in accordance w,CCD z:ni*ng.l Cazse Manager Jose Larranaga -
Applicant Name Agent: Jenkins/Gavin County Case# 13-5380
Applicant Address 430 Grant Ave, Suite 101 Fire District | 5 Gienega

Santa Fe, New Mexlco 87501
Applicant Phone  505-930-6149

Commercial Resldential Sprinklers

Hydrant Acceptance

Review Type: Master Plan Prelimlnary [ Final ] Inspection D4 Lot Split [_]
Wildland [} Variance []

Project Status: Approved [] Approved with Conditions Denlal [

The Fire Prevention Division/Code Enforcement Bureau of the Santa Fe County Fire
Department has reviewed the above submittal and requires compliance with applicable Santa Fe
County fire and life safety codes, ordirances and resolutions as indicated (Note underlined items):

Summary of Review

o This Master plan amendment request only applies to Lots 1-B and 1-C. Lot 1-B, 214 unit
apartments and 1-C is reserved for future single and or multi-family development.

o Cul-de-sacs shall be a minimum 50’ radius. SFC I and Use Code, Article V, Section 8.2.1d, (cul-de
sacs over 250" in length). Maximum size for an island in a cul-de-sac shall be 20" diameter. Page 2.

e Lot I-A Fire Hydrant in the east cul-de-sac shall be relocated to be placed between lot 8 and lot 9.

Fire Department Access

Shall comply with Article 9 - Fire Department Access and Water Supply of the 1997 Uniform Fire

Code inclusive to all sub-sections and current standards, practice and rulings of the Santa Fe County
Fire Marshal

35 Camino Justicia Santa Fe, New Mexico 87508 wwiw.santafecountyfire.org O@\Oﬂ - L\‘:%
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o Fire Access Lanes

Section 901.4.2 Fire Apparatus Access Roads. (1997 UFC) When required by the Chief, approved
signs or other approved notices shall be provided and maintained for fire apparatus access roads to
identify such roads and prohibit the obstruction thereof or both.

No off-site parking shall be allowed and shall be marked accordingly as approved by the Fire Marshal.

Curbs adjacent to the, fire hydrants, landscape medians in traffic flow areas and in designated no
parking areas shall be appropriately marked in red with 6" white lettering reading "FIRE LANE - NO
PARKING" as determined by the Fire Marshal prior to final approval. Assistance in details and
information are available through the Fire Prevention Division. The Home Owner's and/or the Home
Owner's Association will maintain said markings following the final approval and for the duration of
the subdivision.

Roadways/Driveways

Shall comply with Article 9, Section 902 - Fire Department Access of the 1997 Uniform Fire Code

inclusive to all sub-sections and current standards, practice and rulings of the Santa Fe County Fire
Marshal.

Roads shall meet the minimum County standards for fire apparatus access roads within this type of
proposed development. Final acceptance based upon the Fire Marshal's approval.

Cul-de-sacs shall be a minimum 50' radius. SFC Land Use Code. Article V. Section 8.2.1d. {cul-de

sacs over 250' in length).

Maximum size for an island in a cul-de-sac shall be 20’ diameter with a minimum of a 40’ driving
surface.

Roads shall meet the minimum County standards for fire apparatus access roads within this type of
proposed development. Roads shall meet the County standards of all-weather driving surface and an
unobstructed vertical clearance of 13’ 6* within this type of proposed development. Driveway and
turnarounds shall be County approved all-weather driving surface of minimum 6" compacted

basecourse or equivalent. Minimum gate width shall be 20’ and an unobstructed vertical clearance of
13'6".

Street Signs/Rural Address

Section 901.4.4 Premises Identification (1997 UFC) Approved numbers or addresses shall be provided
for all new and existing buildings in such a position as to be plainly visible and legible from the street
or road fronting the property.

Section 901.4.5 Street or Road Signs. (1997 UFC) When required by the Chief, streets and roads shall
be identified with approved signs.

All access roadway identification signs leading to the approved development area(s) shall be in place
prior to the required fire hydrant acceptance testing. Said signs shall remain in place in visible and
viable working order for the duration of the project to facilitate emergency response for the
construction phase and beyond.

35 Camino Justicia Santa Fe, New Mexico 87508 www.santafecountyfire.org 0 %D\ - Lbl_k,



Properly assigned legible rural addresses shall be posted and maintained at the entrance(s) to each
individual ot or building site within 72 hours of the commencement of the development process for
each building.

Buildings within a commercial complex shall be assigned, post and maintain a proper and legible
numbering and/or lettering systems to facilitate rapid identification for emergency responding
personnel as approved by the Santa Fe County Fire Marshal.

Slope/Road Grade

Section 902.2.2.6 Grade (1997 UFC) The gradient for a fire apparatus access road shall not exceed
the maximum approved.

The maximum approved slope of the driveway access/egress shall not exceed 11%.

This driveway/fire access does not exceed 11% slope and shall have a minimum 28’ inside radius on
curves.

Restricted Access/Gates/Security Systems

Section 902.4 Key Boxes. {1997 UFC) When access to or within a structure or an area is unduly
difficult because of secured openings or where immediate access is necessary for life-saving or
firefighting purposes, the chiefis authorized to require a key box to be installed in an accessible

location. The key box shall be of an approved type and shall contain keys to gain necessary access as
required by the chief.

Commercial buildings shall be required to install a Knox Cabinet or applicable Knox device as

determined by this office for Fire Department access and pre-fire planning information and for access
to fire protection control rooms {automatic fire sprinklers, fire alarm panels, etc...).

All gates on a public way shall be operable by means of a key or switch, which is located in a Knox
Lock entry system, keyed to the Santa Fe County system. Details, information and forms are available
from the Fire Prevention Division.

All gates shall be operable by means of a key or key switch, which is keved to the Santa Fe County
Emergency Access System (Knox Rapid Entry System).

A final inspection by this office will be necessary to determine the applicability of the installation of
the Knox lock access system in regards to emergency entrance into the fenced area. Should it be found
suitable for such, the developer shall install the system.

Fire Protection Systems

The design of the system shall be accordingly sized and constructed to accommodate for the required
application of commercial/residential fire suppression sprinkler systems, on both the public utility side
of the meter as well as the private property yard lines.

1
35 Cemino Justicia Santa Fe, New Mexico 87508 wiww.santafecountyfire.org O QDQ- LLS- -
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Water supply line sizes, which are connected to supply approved fire hydrants, shall be 2 minimum of
eight inches in diameter.

The Developer, Homeowners and/or the Homeowners Association shall be responsible to maintain, in
an approved working order, the water system for the duration of the subdivision/development. The
responsible party, as indicated above, shall be responsible to call for and submit to the Santa Fe County
Fire Department for an annual testing of the fire protection system and the subsequent repairs ordered
and costs associated with the testing.

Hydrants

Shall comply with Article 9, Section 903 - Water Supplies and Fire Hydrants of the 1997 Uniform Fire

Code, inclusive to all sub-sections and current standards, practice and rulings of the Santa Fe County
Fire Marshal.

Section 903.4.2 Required Installations. (1997 UFC) The location, number and type of the fire hydrants
connected to a water supply capable of delivering the required fire flow shall be provided on the
public street or on the site of the premises or both to be protected as required and approved.

Fire hydrants subject to possible vehicular damagpe shall be adequately protected with guard posts in
accordance with Section 8001.11.3 of the 1997 UFC.

All fire hydrants shall be spaced so that the furthest buildable portion of a parcel shall be within five
hundred feet (500°) as measured along the access route. All buildings with automatic fire protection

systems there fire department connections shall be within 150’ of a fire hydrant. Additional hydrants
and/or relocation of existing fire hydrants shown within the submittal packet may be required.

Fire hydrant locations shall be no further than 10 feet from the edge of the approved access roadways
with the steamer connections facing towards the driving surface. Final placement of the fire hydrants
shall be coordinated and approved by the Santa Fe County Fire Department prior to installation. Final
fire hydrant locations shall be located in full view for incoming emergency responders. Landscape
vegetation, utility pedestals, walls, fences, poles and the like shall not be located within a three foot
radius of the hydrant per Article 10, Sections 1001.7.1 and 1001.7.2 of the 1997 UFC.

Supply lines shall be capable of delivering a minimum of 1,000 gpm with a 20-psi residual pressure to
the attached hydrants. The design of the system shall be accordingly sized and constructed to
accommodate for the associated demands placed on such a system through drafting procedures by fire
apparatus while producing fire flows. The system shall accommodate the operation of two pumping

apparatus simultaneously from separate locations on the system. Final design shall be approved by the
Fire Marshal.

All hydrants shall have NST ports, as per the County thread boundary agreement.

No building permits shall be granted until such time as the fire hydrants have been tested and approved
by the Santa Fe County Fire Marshal.

All hydrants shall comply with Santa Fe County Resolution 2000-55, Hydrant color-coding, marking
and testing. Note: Please have the installing contractor contact this office prior to the installation of the
fire hydrant, so that we may assist you in the final location placement and avoid delays in your
projects' final approval.

35 Camino Justicia Santa Fe, New Mexico 87508 www.santafecountyfire.org O%n - L\'{-Q



Automatic Fire Protection/Suppression

Automatic Fire Protection Sprinkler systems shall be required as per 1997 Uniform Fire, Article 10
Section1003.2 in accordance with the Building Code as adopted by the State of New Mexico and/or
the County of Santa Fe.

All Automatic Fire Protection systems shall be developed by a firm certified to perform and design
such systems. Copies of sprinkler system design shall be submitted to the Fire Prevention Division for
review and acceptance prior to construction. Systems will not be approved unless final inspection test
is witnessed by the Santa Fe County Fire Depariment. Fire sprinklers systems shall meet all
requirements of NFPA 13 Standard for the Installation of Sprinkler Systems. The required system riser
shall meet the requirements of the NFPA 13 1996.

Locations of all Fire Department Connections (FDC's) shall be determined and approved prior to the
start of construction on the system. All FDC's shall have ports in National standard thread. All FDC’s
shall be located within 150" of a fire hydrant location.

All sprinkler and alarm systems as required shall have a test witnessed and approved by the Santa Fe
County Fire Department, prior to allowing any occupancy to take place. It shall be the responsibility

of the installer and/or developer to notify the Fire Prevention Division when the system is ready for
testing.

The requirement for fire protection sprinkler systems shall be recorded on the plat and in the covenants
at the time of filing or as otherwise directed by the County Fire or Land Use Department.

The developer shall notify the water utility company or Co-op supplying this project of the
requirements for the installation of automatic fire suppression sprinkler systemn(s).

Fire Alarm/Notification Systems

Automatic Fire Protection Alarm systems may be required as per 1997 Uniform Fire Code, Article 10
Section 1007.2.1.1 and the Building Code as adopted by the State of New Mexico and/or the County of
Santa Fe. Required Fire Alanm systems shall be in accordance with NFPA 72, National Fire Alarm
Code, for given type of structure and/or occupancy use. Said requirements will be applied as necessary
as more project information becomes available to this office during the following approval process.

Unless the building is occupied on a continual 24-hour basis, the sprinkler system shall be electrically
monitored by an approved central station, remote station or proprietary monitforing station.

All Fire Alarm systemns shall be developed by a firm certified to perform and design such systems.
Copies of the fire alarm system design shall be submitted to the Fire Prevention Division for review
and acceptance prior to installation. Systems will not be approved unless tested by the Santa Fe
County Fire Department. Fire Alarm systems shall be in accordance with NFPA 72, National Fire
Alarm Code for given type of structure and/or occupancy use.

Fire Extinguishers

Article 10, Section 1002.1 General (1997 UFC) Portable fire extinguishers shall be installed in
occupancies and locations as set forth in this code and as required by the chief. Portable fire
extinguishers shall be in accordance with UFC Standard 10-1.

35 Camino Justicia Santa Fe, New Mexico 87508 www.santafecountyfire.org O%F\ - L\j _l ) I



Portable fire extinguishers shall be installed in occupancies and locations as set forth in the 1997
Uniform Fire Code. Portable fire extinguishers shall be in accordance with UFC Standard 10-1.

Life Safety

Fire Protection requirements listed for this development have taken into consideration the hazard
factors of potential occupancies as presented in the developer’s proposed use list. Each and every
individual structure of a commercial or public occupancy designation will be reviewed and must meet
compliance with the Santa Fe County Fire Code (1997 Uniform Fire Code and applicable NFPA
standards) and the 1997 NFPA 101, Life Safety Code, which have been adopted by the State of New
Mexico and/or the County of Santa Fe.

General Requirements/Comments

Inspections/Acceptance Tests

Shall comply with Article 1, Section 103.3.2 - New Construction and Alterations of the 1997 Uniform
Fire Code, inclusive to all sub-sections and current standards, practice and rulings of the Santa Fe
County Fire Marshal.
The developer shall call for and submit to a final inspection by this office prior to the approval of the
Certificate of Occupancy to ensure compliance to the requirements of the Santa Fe County Fire Code
(1997 UFC and applicable NFPA standards) and the 1997 NFPA 101, Life Safety Code.

Permits

As required

Final Status

Recommendation for Master Amend Development Plan approval with the above conditions applied.

Renee Nix, Inspector

nf AL [-(5-80IY

Coﬂe Enforce‘ment of ﬁci:fl Date

Through: David Sperling, Chief

File: UnivestRanchoViejo 123113°LC

Cy: Buster Patty, Fire Marshzl W\P
Case Manager, Jase Lamanaga
Applicant
District Chief La Cienega
File

35 Camino Justicia Santa Fe, New Mexico 87508 www.santafecountyfire.org O %Q - L%%



Danigl “Danny™ Mayfield

Kathy Holian
Commissioner, District 1

Commissioner, Districr 4

Miguel M. Chavez Liz Stefenics
Comntissioner, District 2 Commissioner, District 5
Robert A, Anaya Katherine Miller

Commissianer, District 3 Couniy Manager

January 22, 2014

Mr. Jose Larranaga

Commercial Development Case Manager
Santa Fe County Land Use Department
102 Grant Ave

Santa Fe, NM 87504

RE: CDRC CASE #MIS 13-5380 Elevation at Rancho Viejo Master Plan Amendment
Dear Jose,

This letter is in response to your request for a review of the Elevation at Rancho Viejo Master
Plan Amendment, dated December 02, 2013.

The Water Ultilities Service Availability Analysis submitted January 30, 2013, stands as of today
and the Master Plan Amendment does not affect our initial water service availability.

Please note that through the Annexation process the City of SF 16-inch concrete water line has
become part of Santa Fe County Utilities infrastructure.

Respectfully,

el DN G
Paul Casaus

Utilities Engineering Associate
Santa Fe County Utilities Department

sPhysical: 424 NM 599 Santa Fe, NM 87507 e Mailing: P.O. Box 276 Santa Fe, NM 87504 e Phone (505) 992-9870

» Fax (505) 992-3028 » www.santafecountynm.gov



Santa Fe County
Open Space & Trails

MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 18, 2014

TO: lose Larraniaga, Development Review Team Leader
FROM: Lisa Roach, Open Space and Trails Planner

Planning Division, Growth Management Department
VIA: Robert Griego, Planning Division Manager, Growth Management Department

RE: CDRC CASE #MIS 13-5380 Elevation at Rancho Viejo Master Plan Amendment

I have reviewed the case submittal for technical accuracy and for compliance with the Land
Development Code and Ordinance 2000-12 (Community College District), and | have
determined that the proposal meets all County requirements for Open Space and Trails,
including minimum 50% open space and accommodation of planned district trails running E-wW
along College Drive and NW-SE along a utility easement on the eastern end of the property.

OPBA-S0°
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Daniel “Danny™ Mayfield
Commissioner, District 1

Kathy Holian
Commissianer, District 4

Miguel M. Chavez Liz Stefanics
Commissioner, District 2 Commissionsr, District 5
Robert A. Anaya Katherine Miller

Commissionzr, District 3 County Manager

MEMORANDUM
DATE: January 28, 2014
TO: Jose Larranaga, Development Review Team Leader
FROM: Mathew Martinez, Development Review Specialist
VIA: Vicki Lucero, Building and Development Services Manager

Wayne Dalton, Building and Development Services Supervisor

FILE REF.: CDRC CASE # MIS/13-5380 Elevation at Rancho Viejo and Summary Review
Subdivision

REVIEW SUMMARY
ARCHITECTURAL, PARKING, LIGHTING, AND SIGNAGE:

The Referenced Project has been reviewed for compliance with the Santa Fe County Land
Development Code and Ordinance # 2000-12 (Regulations for the Community College District).
The request for Master Plan Amendment, and Summary Review Subdivision, creating three lots:
Lot 1-A (12.70 acres), Lot 1-B (22.00acres), and Lot C-1 (22.21 acres) on a 56.91 acre property
located north of Collage Drive and east of Burnt Water Road.

PARKING:
At time of Development Plan submittal the Applicant shall comply with all parking requirements
within Ordinance # 2000-12 Section C., and Article III, Section 9 (Parking Requirements). The

parking element of this Application complies with Article V, Section 5 (Master Plan Procedures).

ARCHITECTURAL:

The Applicant has submitted Conceptual Building Elevations. The Applicant shall comply with
the height requirements set fourth within the Institutional Campus Zone which is 36 feet for up to
25% of the building footprint. The Applicant shall provide scaled building elevations for all
proposed structures at the time of Development Plan submittal. The Architectural element of this
Application complies with Article V, Section 5 (Master Plan Procedures).

102 Grant Avenue - P.O. Box 276 - Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-0276 - 505-986-6200 - FAX: 505-
095-2740 www.santafecounty.org
O6A-5|



SIGNAGE:

The Applicant has submitted a Conceptual Signage Plan showing two Monument Signs at the
entrance of the Development. As per Article VIII, Section 7.13, only one permanent
Identification sign shall be permitted and sign area shall not exceed 20 square feet in size. The
Applicant shall comply with all signage requirements within Article VIII, (Sign Regulations) at
time of Development Plan Submittal. The lighting element of this Application complies with
Article V, Section 5 (Master Plan Procedures).

LIGHTING:

The Applicant has submitted a Conceptual Lighting Plan showing pole mounted lights at 25 feet
in height. All pole mounted lighting shall not exceed 24 feet in height. All lighting within the
CCD shall be shielded. The Applicant shall comply with all outdoor lighting requirements within
Article VIII, Section 4.4.4 h at time of Development Plan submittal. The Lighting element of this
Application complies with Article V, Section 5 (Master Plan Procedures).

Due to the nature of the comments contained herein, additional comments may be
forthcoming upon receipt of the required information.

RA-52.



MEMORANDUM

DATE: March 3, 2014

TO: Jose Larranaga, Development Review Team Leader
FROM: John Lovato, Terrain Management

VIA: Penny Ellis-Green, Land Use Administrator

Vicki Lucero, Building and Development Services Manager
Wayne Dalton, Building and Development Services Supervisor

FILE REF: CDRC CASE MP 13-5380 Elevation at Rancho Viejo

REVIEY SUMMARY

The referenced project has been reviewed for compliance with the Santa Fe County Land
Development Code, Ordinance No. 2000-12 Community College District, and Ordinance 2008-
10 Flood Damage Prevention and Stormwater Management Ordinance. The request is for Master
Plan Amendment, to allow the creation of a 214 unit apartment complex on 56.91 acres

Terrain Management

The site has 0-20% percent slopes with minor 15%-30% isolated occurrences. The property is not
located within a designated FEMA 100 Year flood zone and is located in Firm Panel
35049¢0526E dated December 4, 2012 and located in Zone X.

Storm Drainage and Erosion Centrol:

The Applicant’s proposal shows existing topography, natural drainage, and proposed locations
for ponding, The Application meets Master Plan requirements of Santa Fe County Land
Development Code, Ordinance No. 2000-12 Community College District, and Ordinance 2008-
10 Flood Damage Prevention and Stormwater Management Ordinance.

ORRA-53



Harry B. Montoya X ., Kathy Holian
Commissioner, District ] Commissionar, District 4
Miguel Chavez Liz Stefanics
Commissioner, District 2 Commissioner, District §
Michael D, Anaya Katherine Miller

Commissioner, District 3 County Manager

January 30, 2013

Oralynn Guerrerortiz, PE.
Design Enginuity

1421 Luisa St., Suite E
Santa Fe, NM 87505

RE: Water Utilities Service Availability Analysis for Vedura Subdivision and Apartments

Dear Ms. Guerrerortiz,

This is in response to your inquiry about Water utilities service availability for the property in reference.
Please be aware that any statement we make hereby will refer solely to the Vedura project as described in
your written inquiry dated January 7, 2013. If either the property location or the development is modified
in the future, before it is executed, this letter will be automatically invalidated and you would have to
request a new analysis from the Santa Fe County Utilities (SFCU).

Development Concept

You have indicated that you would like to add Water utility service to the existing facility located within
Township 16N, Range 9E, Section 21. This proposed project would be located north of College Drive and
east of Deans Court, and it would entail domestic water supply and fire protection. This property is
located within Sustainable Development Area | (SDA1) and is in Commission District 5.

Existing Water Infrastructure

The site is located at the bottom of Pressure Zone 6 and, at the present time, a 16-inch concrete line under
the east shoulder of Richards Avenue is available to provide adequate flows and pressures to the subject
site and proposed development. This line is currently under City jurisdiction, but it is earmarked for
transfer to the County in the near future, in compliance with the requirements of the 2008 City-County
Annexation Agreement. Service to the proposed development would be contingent upon the
developer/applicant installing the necessary water infrastructure, as described below and as illustrated on
the enclosed map. The internal infrastructure for the project, including a large size service meter for the
apartments and individual meters for the single family homes, including fire suppression will also be the
responsibility of the developer.

Existing Public Wastewater Infrastructure

The property is within the service area of Ranchland Utilities sanitary wastewater management system,
and the availability of service must be closely coordinated with them. Because all private community
wastewater systems in the County must be designed and built in compliance with public sewer system
standards, SFCU will verify such compliance on the concept, design and construction of the system,

EXHIBIT
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Relevant Future Public Improvements

The Santa Fe County Utilities anticipates that the development will be served from a network that will be
initially connected to the existing Richards Avenue line through a new master meter installed by the
applicant, and eventually connected to the SFCU line known as IZL57NNE, which extends east of
Richards Avenue along the eastward projection of Avenida del Sur. Your initial connection and eastward
4000’ extension along College Drive alignment, known as IZL56NNE, to the easternmost property corner
of the subject parcel will be the primary condition of service for the proposed development. In addition to
the installation of the master meter on Richards Ave, the existing 8” County water line serving Deans
Court will need to be disconnected and reconnected downstream of the master meter. The southbound
line segment known as TL6N necessary to connect to IZL57NNE will in the future be someone else’s
responsibility. A more detailed description of the necessary improvements is shown on the attached map.
We anticipate that the infrastructure transfer required by the agreement mentioned above will take a good
part of 2013 to be complete.

Design and Construction Requirements

All facilities shall be designed by a professional engineer duly licensed in New Mexico at the applicant’s
expense, in compliance with all applicable standards of practice, local, state and federal codes/regulations
and policies, including those adopted by the SFCU. The design shall be reviewed and accepted by Santa
Fe County and a Line Extension Water Service Agreement must be executed prior to any construction,
SFCU will issue a Notice to Proceed once these requirements are met.

Public lines prescribed to serve this proposed development shall be installed within legally defined public
utility easements properly dedicated to the County by the developer at the developer’s expense.
Construction shall be performed by a utility contractor properly licensed in New Mexico at the applicant’s
expense, upon receiving all applicable construction permits, right of way use authorizations, and upon
having met all applicable pre-construction requirements.

The County will accept the project and adopt it as part of its infrastructure for operations and
maintenance, upon verification that all requirements have been met to the County’s satisfaction, and in
compliance with the County-approved engineering design including the submission by the applicant and
acceptance by SFCU of the following documents: (1) one original set of as-constructed drawings signed
and sealed by a NM licensed engineer, including any change orders approved during construction and; (2)
Engineer’s certificate of the construction having been completed in compliance with all requirements of
the approved design documents.

Financing

The applicant will be responsible for the cost of all necessary improvements, up to and including the
master meter, meter vaults and boxes and settings. Our policies have changed in the sense that here are no
water right transfer requirements for developers who want to receive services form SFCU. However, if
your client has a pre-existing water service agreement with the County; connection fees may be reduced
accordingly.

SFCU will reimburse the developer for the difference in cost between an 8" line necessary for this project
and the required 12" extension along College Ave only.

We look forward to working with you to the best of our technical ability as provided by applicable laws,
for the successful completion of your project. Please call me at 505-992-3046, if you have any questions
regarding this letter.

102 Grant Avenue o P.O. Box 276 e Santa Fe, New Mexico §7504-0276 e 505-995-2732 @ FAX: 505-986-6206

www.santafecounty.org O&A - 65 E



Respectfully,

Mo fe"
Richard Silva
Infrastructure Manager

Santa Fe County Utilities Department

CC: Patricio Guerrerortiz PE, Santa Fe County Utilities Department Director

102 Grant Avenue » P.0. Box 276 o Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-0276 ¢ 505-995-2732 ¢ FAX: 505-986-6206 %‘ﬂ - 5@
www.santafecounty.org
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Ranchland Utility Company, Inc.

5 Bisbee Court, Suite 106; Santa Fe, NM 87508
Telephone (505) 428-2256

December 10, 2013

Jose Larrafiaga, Commercial Development Case Manager
Santa Fe County Development Services

102 Grant Avenue

Santa Fe, NM §7501

RE: Elevation at Rancho Viejo
College North Master Plan Amendment

Dear Jose:

This letter is to confirm that Ranchland Utility Company, Inc. is willing and able to provide sanitary

sewer service to all phases of the above referenced project.
Please {eel free to call or e-mail me with any questions.

Sincerely,

()\) (u‘[f

Warren Thompson, President
Ranchland Utility Company, Inc.

EXHIBIT
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Suitability of the site to accommodate the proposed development; {
Suitability of the proposed uses and intensity of development at the location:

Impact to schools. adjacent lands or the County in general:

Viability of proposed phases of the project to function as completed developments

in the case that subsequent phases of the project are not approved or constructed.

6. Conformance to applicable law and County ordinances in effect at the time of
consideration. including required improvements and community facilities and

design and/or constnuction standards.

ol e

5.2.5 Filing of Approved Master Plan
The approved master plan with maps which has becn approved by and received signatures

of the County Development Review Committee Chairman and Board Chairman shall be
filed of record at the County Clerk's Office.

5.2.6 Amendments and Future Phasc Approvals
a. Approval of the master plan is intended to demonstrate that the development concept

is acceptable and that further approvals arc likely unless the detailed development
plans cannot meet the requirements of applicable law and County ordinances in effect
at that time. Each phase of the development plan must be considered on its own
merits.

b. The Code Administrator may approve minor changes to the master plan, Any
substantial change in land use or any increase in density or intensity of development
in the approved master plan requires approval by the County Development Review
Committec and the Board.

¢. Any changes approved by the Code Administrator pursuant (o Section 5.2.6b of this
Arnicle shall be subject to the review and approval of County Development Review
Committee and the Board at the time of development plan or ptat approval.

d. The phasing schedule may be modified by the Board at the request of the developer as
economic circumstances require as long as there is no adverse impact to the overall
master plan. (See Article V. Section 4.5)

% 5.2.7 Expiration of Master Plan :
4. Approval of a mastcr.plan shall be considered valid for a period of five years from the

date of approval by the Board!

b. Master plan approvals may be renewed and extended for additional two vear periods
by the Board at the request of the developer.

c. Progress in the planning or development of the project approved in the master plan
consister! with the approved phasing schedule shall constitute an automatic renewal
of the master plan approval. For the purpose of this Section, "progress" means the
approval of preliminary or final devclopment plans. or preliminary or final
subdivision plats for any phase of the master planned project.

History. 1980 Comp. 1980-6. Sections 4.4. 4.5. 5.1 and 5.2 were amended by County
Ordinance 1987-1 to provide for the submittal of a master plan.

5.3 Preliminarv Plat Procedure

5.3.1 Introduction and Description

5.3.1a  Preliminary plats shall be submitted for Type-I, Tvpe-Il, Type-III, except Tvpe-Ill
subdivisions that are subject to review under summary procedure as set forth in
Subsection 3.5 of this Section, and Type-IV subdivisions.

EXHIBIT V-6
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JinPublic Hearings on Preliminarv Plats

B “1. of a preliminary plat shall constitute approval of
and layout submitted on the preliminary plat, and
et rauon of the final plat.

b. inary plat if the subdivider cannot reasonably
(e ulremems of the Code, the New Mexico
c wn.hm thiry (30) v.nrlung da}s

2P announced publicly at the conclusion of the public hearing.

5.3.6 Expiration of Preliminarv Plat

: a. Expiration. An approved or conditionally approved preliminary plat shall expire
S i twenty-four (24) months after its approval or conditional approval. Pror to the

expiration of the preliminary plat. the subdivider may request, from the Board. an
extension of the preliminary plat for a period of ime not exceeding thirty-six (36)
months,

b. Phased Development. If the preliminary plat was approved for phased development,
the subdivider may file final plats for portions of the development, and the expiration
date of the preliminary plat shall be extended for an additional thirty-six (36) months
after the date of the filing of each final plat. The number of phased final plats shall be
detcrmined by the Board at the time of the approval or conditional approval of the
master plan.

c. Expiration effect. The expiration of the approved or conditionally approved
preliminary plat shall terminate all proceedings on the subdivision. and no final plat
shall be filed without first processing a new preliminary plat.

5.4 Final Plat Procedure

. Type-llL. except Type-lIl
_»:‘ mary procedure as set forth in
-13#subdivisions. Following approval or
. and before the expiration of the plat,

simultaneously. Final plats; f proposed 10 be phascd shall be
submitted as indicated oggthe phasing schedthg submitted with the master plan as
specified in Section 5 3fabove. The final plat sh¥, omply with the New Mexico
Subdivision Act anghese regulations.

54.1b A supporting
ajfon in accordance with the requirements pruwdcd in these regulations.

affsubmittal is initiated by completing an application on a form available

EXHIBIT
V-1l
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fulfill the proposals contained in the subdivider's disclosure statement and in determining
whether or not the subdivider's provisions for a subdivision conform with County regulations.

4.8 Common Promotional Plans
The Code Administrator will review proposed applications to determine whether there is a
common promotional plan to subdivide a property. If it is determined that the land division docs
constitute a common promotional plan, the project shall comply with the procedures provided for
in this Anticle V.

SECTION 5 - PROCEDURES AND SUBMITTALS

5.1 Pre-appiication Procedures
Prior to the filing of an application for approval of a preliminary plat, the subdivider shall confer
with the Code Administrator 1o become acquainted with these subdivision regulations. At this
pre-application conference. the subdivider shall be advised of the following:

Subrmittals required by the Code.

Type and/or class of the proposed subdivision.

Individuals and/or agencies that will be asked to review the required submittals.

Required improvements.

Conditions under which Master Plans and Development Plans are required as described in

Sections 5.2 and 7.

A delermination will be made as 10 the appropriate scale and format for plans and plats and

as to the appropriateness of applicable submittal requirements.

e

o

5.2 Master Plan Procedure

5.2.1 Introduction and Description
a. Master plans are required in the following cases:

i. All Type L. Type 11. and Type IV subdivisions with more than one development
phase or tract:

itl. Asrequired in Arnicle III for developments other than subdivisions: and
ili. Such other projects which may elect to apply for master plan approval.

cz’% b. A master plan is comprehensive in establishing the scope of a project. vet is less
detailed than a devclopment plan. It provides a means for the County Development
Review Committee and the Board to review projects and the subdivider to obtain
concept approval for proposed development without the necessity of expending large
sums of money for the submittals required for a preliminary and final plat approval.

¢. The master plan submittal will consist of both plans and writien reports which include

the information required in 5.2.2 below. A (ypical submittal would include a vicinity
map. a plan showing existing site data. a conceptual environmental plan with written
documentation. a master plan map, a master plan report, a schematic utilitics plan and
the phasing schedule. Maps and reports may be combined or expanded upon at the
discretion of the applicant to fit the panicular development proposal as long as the
relevant information is included.

5.2.2 Master Plan Submittals
a. Vicinitv Map. A vicinity map drawn at a scale of not more than 2,000 feet to one inch
showing contours at twenty (20) foot intervals showing the relationship of the site to

its general surroundings, and the location of all existing drainage channels, water
courses and water bodies locaied on the parcel and within three miles of the Parcel.

EXHIBIT V-3
ARTICLE V - SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS g i ' OB A- o 2
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2. Suitability of the site to accommodate the proposed development; :
3. Suitability of the proposed uses and intensity of developmeni at the location; '
4. lmpact to schools. adjacent lands or the County in general;
5. Viability of proposed phases of the project 1o function as completed developments

in the case that subsequent phases of the project are not approved or constructed.
6. Conformance to applicable law and County ordinances in effect at the time of

consideration. including required improvements and community facilities and
design and/or construction standards.

uaé 5.2.5 Filine of Approved Master Plan
The approved master plan with tnaps which has been approved by and received signatures

of the County Development Review Committee Chairman and Board Chairman shall be
filed of record at the County Clerk's Office.

5.2.6 Amendments and Futurc Phase Approvals
a. Approval of the master plan is intended to demonstrate that the development concept

is acccplable and that further approvals are likely unless the detailed development
plans cannot meet the requirements of applicable law and County ordinances in effect
at that iime. Each phase of the development plan must be considered on its own
merits,

b. The Code Administrator may approve minor changes 10 the master plan. Any
substantial change in land use or any increase in density or intensity of development
in the approved master plan requires approval by the County Development Review
Committee and the Board.

¢.  Any changes approved by the Code Administrator pursuant to Section 5.2.6b of this
Article shall be subject to the review and approval of County Development Review
Commitiee and the Board at the time of development plan or plat approval.

d. The phasing schedule may be modified by the Board at the request of the developer as
£CoNOIMIC circumstances require as long as there is no adverse impact to the overall
master plan. (See Anicle V. Section 4.5)

5.2.7 Expiration of Master Plan

a.  Approval of a master plan shall be considered valid for a period of five years from the
date of approval by the Board]

b. Master plan approvals may be renewed and extended for additional two vear periods
by the Board at the request of the developer.

c. Progress in the planning or development of the project approved in the master plan
consistent with the approved phasing schedule shall constitute an automatic renewal
of the master plan approval. For the purpose of this Section. "progress” means the
approval of preluninary or final development plans, or preliminary or final
subdivision plats for any phase of the master planned project.

History. 1980 Comp. 1980-6. Sections 4.4. 4.5, 5.1 and 5.2 were amended by County
Ordinance 1987-1 to provide for the submittal of a master plan.

5.3 Preliminary Plat Procedurz

5.3.1 Introduction and Description
5.3.1a Preliminary plats shall be submitted for Type-I, Type-l], Type-l11, except Type-1l]

subdivisions that are subject to review under summary procedure as set forth in
Subsection 5.5 of this Section, and Type-1V subdivisions.

EXHIBIT . V-6
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ey paTable ph.:c method (ses Article
foiie ._-.-T ea Performance Standards. )
?‘wr« ; e P]aruung Standa.rds for

4) Development Plan Repori
The development plan report shall include all submittals pursuant to this Article
I11, Section 4 of the Code.

5) Traffic Generation Report

a) The amount of traffic generated by the development shall not at any time

impede traffic flow, or cause public roads to operate at over capacity.

b) If a fair and substantial showing is made that the development will increase
the burden on inadequate public roads, utilities or other services, the use may
be denied. or the developer may be required to undartake the full cost of
improvements to the public road or other services in order 10 meet the test of
adequacy.
A traffic report shall be prepared, signed and sealed by a registered New
Mexico professional engineer, or other qualified professional as determined
by the Code Administrator. Report contents shall be based upon existing
traffic conditions in relation to existing road capacity and level-of-service
(LOS): a projection of traffic to be generated by the development: and
recommendations for mitigating any negative effects to existing road capacity
which may occur as a result of new development. Where applicable, the |
International Traffic Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Report 1987, 4th Ed. j
shall be used as a reference in calculating traffic projections. Copies of the
ITE Trip Generation Report are available in the Land Use Administrators
Office.

iistory. 1980 Comp. 1980-6. Section 4.4.1 Submittals was amended by County, Gifdinance
8Ll 10 clarify and make additions to the submittals required of the applic #4? Or non-

residentis lDse zoning. ,_, >
h“"*'-n ’
<t

4.4.2 Environmen it‘*uc grmance Standards e
. :

The proposed developmei i3 hall utilize stand; 4 niques available in order to minimize
noise, vibration, smoke and othenpaicula atter odorous matter. toxic or noxious
matter; radiation hazards, fire and e; Eﬁ-k‘u ‘hazards, or electromagnetic interference.
The Code Administrator may ,‘:«‘ g applica Uga to the New Mexico Environment
Department for comment concgAfing the perfo Tial "-- tandards. If it is determined that
the development will cre nv dangerous, injurious, n... o otherwise objectionable
condition, noise or » hifafion, smoke, dust, odor, or other fo h:_* ir pollution, electrical or
other disturbance,fifare or heat, in a manner which causes a sig ----{u tadverse impact to
the adjacent a4 is, a plan shall be submitted which states how such condity onsgwill be
mmgat i “:h__

4 gl

!“

History. w“‘-l Comp. 1980-6. Section 4.4.2 was amended by County Ordinance 1990-11. This
Sectigifvas previously 4.4.3.
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DECLARATION OF DE-ANNEXATION

This Declaration of De-Annexation (this “Declaration™) is made by Univest-Rancho
Viejo, LLC, a New Mexico limited liability company (the “Declarant™).

BACKGROUND RECITALS

A. Declarant is the Successor in interest to Rancho Viejo de Santa Fe, Inc., a New Mexico
corporation, as described in the Assignment and Assumption of Declarant’s Rights recorded
December 22, 2012 as Instrument No. 1621127, records of Santa Fe County, where Rancho
Viejo de Santa Fe, Inc., is the Assignor and Univest-Rancho Viejo, LLC, is the Assignee.

B. Declarant reserved the right to De-Annex certain portions of the property subject to the
First Amended and Restated Declaration Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions and for the
Village at Rancho Viejo recorded November 2, 1998 in Book 1560, pages 354-391, records of
Santa Fe County, New Mexico (the “First Amended and Restated Declaration”).

C. This reservation is created by Atrticle 6, Section 6.5 of the First Amended and Restated
Declaration and reads as follows:

6.5 De-Annexation. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Declaration, Declarant
shall have the right from time to time, at its sole option and without the consent of any
other Person, (except as provided in this Section 6.5), to delete from the Property and
remove from the effect of this Declaration one or more portions of the Property, provided,
however, that: (a) a portion of the Property may not be so deleted and removed unless at
the time of such deletion and removal such portion is owned by Declarant or Declarant
executes and Records an instrument approving such deletion and removal. Declarant may
exercise its rights under this Section 6.5 by executing and Recording an instrument which
identifies the portion of the Property lo be so deleted and removed and which is executed
by each owner of such portion (if other than Declarant), and the deletion and removal of
such portion of the Property shall be effective upon the later of: (i) the date such
instrument is Recorded; or (ii) the effective date specified in such instrument, if any,
whereupon the portion of the Property so deleted and removed shall thereafier for all
purposes be deemed not a part of the Property and not subject to this Declaration, and the
owner(s) thereof (or of interests therein) shall not be Owners or Members or have any
other rights or obligations hereunder except as members of the general public. No such
deletion and removal of a portion of the Property shall act to release such portion from the
lien for Assessments or other charges hereunder which have accrued prior to the effective
date of such deletion and removal, but all such Assessments or other charges shall be
appropriately prorated to the effective date of such deletion and removal, and no
Assessments or other charges shall thereafter accrue hereunder with respect to the portion
of the Property so deleted and removed. Each portion of the Property deleted and removed
pursuant to this Section 6.5 shall thereafter be deemed to be a part of the Annexable
Property unless otherwise expressly provided to the contrary in the instrument Recorded
by Declarant to effect such deletion and removal.
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D. Declarant owns the property identified as Remainder Lot 1 on the plat of survey entitled,
“College Heights Phase 1%, filed for record on August 13, 1999 in Plat Book 422, pages 5-7,
records of Santa Fe County, New Mexico (the “Property”) and attached as Exhibit A to this

Declaration.

DECLARATION

Declarant removes and deletes the Property described on Exhibit A from being subject to the
covenants and restrictions described above. Further, Declarant declares that upon the recordation
of this Declaration in the records of the Santa Fe County Cleik, Santa Fe County, New Mexico,
the Property is hereby De-Annexed and no longer subject to the First Amended and Restated
Declaration or to any subsequent amendments to the First Amended and Restated Declaration.

Dated: March 20, 2014

STATE OF NEW MEXICO )
) sS.
COUNTY OF SANTAFE )

Univest-Rancho Viejo, LLC
a New Mexico limited liability company

By: ‘/\\6\4 [7’—

Warren Thompson, its Manager

This instrument was acknowledged before me on March 20 2014 by Warren Thompson,
Manager of Univest-Rancho Viejo, LLC, a New Mexico limited liability company.

0
gyt

DECLARATION
JUNTY OF SANTA FE ) PAGES: 4

TATE OF NEU MEXICO ) ss

Hereby Certify That This Instrument Was Filed for
ecard On The 20TH Day Of flarch, 2014 at 11:32:53 AN
ad Was Duly Recorded as Instrument # 1732480
f The Records Of Santa Fe County

itness My Hand And Seal Of Office
) & Geraldine Salazar
eputy _ 2 M I County Clerk, Santa Fe, NM

AMM £ WW/L/

Notaly Public

M)’ commission expnes ﬁ ‘2‘ éﬁ

OFFICIAL SEAL
Lindsay E. Alspach

NOTARY PUBLIC
STATE OF NE\Y MEXIC
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EXHIBIT A
Plat Book 422, page 5
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DECLARATION OF COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS

“This Declaration of Covenams and Restrictions is made this VA" day of May, 1999, by

Rancha Vicjo de Santa Fe, Inc.. & New Mexico Corporation 1674777
RECITALS

WHEREAS, Rancho Vicjo de Santa Fe, hue., o Mew Mexico corporation (hereinafter refered
1o as the "Declurant™ is the owner of the real property described in Exhibit A attached hereto
(hereinafier referred to ns Collepe Fleighis),

WHEREAS. Decturant is also the owner of The Village at Rancha Yiejo as shown an the
certain subdivision plat and Tot Tine wdjustment plat recorded 1 the recoris of Santa Fe Coumy
Clerh at Plat Book 380-300, Pages (49008, as Docement No, 1031147, and at Plar Book 380,
Paze 010011, as Document No. 129907 (hereimdier referred taas “Units 1 and 2 of the
Village™ )

WHEREAS, Declarant has subjected Units 1 and 2 of the Village w thit certain Decliration
of Restrictive Covenunls as reeorded in Baok 1500, Pages 354301, as ocument No J 560354
(the “Covenams™); and

WHEREAS. Declarunt wishes 1o subject College Hleights to the Covenants by this
Peciaration and include College Heights within the jurisdiction of the Rancha Viejo hMaster
Assaciuion,

DECLARATION

Now, therefore, Declarant hereby declares that the real property described ia Exhibit A
attached hereto knawn as Collepe Heights shall be held, sobd, transterred. cotveyed, accupicd
and used subject to the covenants, i Declarant shal! herealter secand i separite and idivideal

trict declaration concerning the development of the Jots withie Collge |Heights.

EXHIBIT
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RANCHO VIEIQO DE SANTA FLL INC

ovowd 6. T

Robert Taumon., Vice President

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 1674775

STATE OF NEW MEXICO )
jIxS

SANTA IFE COUNTY )

The foregoing instrument was acknawhedged kefore me by Raben Taunton, Vice President,
Rancho Vigjo de Santa Fe. loc., o New Muaico corporation on this _£__day of May, 1999
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EXHIBIT A 1674779
COLLEGE HEIGHTS -~ 86.7 ACRES

Lot | as shown oo the Land Diviston phat recorded m the records of Santa Fe Couty Clerk al

Plat Book 352, Page 002, as Docuinent No. 968-719,
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COUNTY GF S4NTA FE
STATE &F KEw WEXICO
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SEFEFENCE LOCUMINTS

). CEDICATION PLAT FCHARDS AVINUE CORRILOR, PREPARID BT
TIERPA ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS, [ATED MWAr 1637,

2. DIASKINS OF LANDS CF FANCHD VIZK0 FARINIRSHA, RECORDID
i BOOK 210, PACES D4E-C47 Hy EALVALGR VG,

J. SUBDIVISION PLAT PREPASIO FOR RANCKO VEJD PRAINERSHP,
RECORDED EGCH 242, PAGE 031,

4. SUBSFASION FUAT PREPARED FOR FANCHO VIESD, RECORGED I

EXCLPT A5 SHIAN MERIGH,

TH:S FROPERTY LIES WITHIN 2045 "X ASEAS DETEAMNED 10 BE
OUTSICE THE 100 AND £00 YEAR FLGOD FLAN A3 SHOWN X FIRM
PANEL 380087-02238, LATED Fl-4-58

THIRE ASE NUVEROUS FANCM ACCESS
ROADS & TRALS WiTHIN THIS FROFERTY
THAT AEE NOT SHOAM CH THIS FLAT

FESW ALL RIEN By THESE PRASEHID IMAL 10T URPVERIILNIZU LUTHEA S R AT
HAVT CAUSED TO CE DrADED THOSE LANDS SHOWN HEREQH. THT SAD

DrASIGH 1S MEDE WITH THE FREE CONSENT AND 14 ACCORDANTE WITH 4
THE GESIRES OF SUD OWNIR{S) UTILITY COMPANES ARL CRANTED EASEMINTS A
SHOWN AND 10 EXISTING LTILITIES NOT SHOWN OTHER EASIMIMTS ARZ GRANIED :
AS SHOWN. THIS DRISION CONIAING 615.292  ACAES, MORE OR LESS PORIONS "

OF RICHARDS AVENUE HAYE BEEM PRIVIGUSLY DEDVCATED TQ THE COUNTY.
COLLEGE AVE. SHOWN HEREGH 15 SUBJECT TO A CONGITIONAL RICHT=0f=RAY
CEDICATIOM TO THE COUNTY OF EANTA FE SUCH DEDIZATIOW TD COWPLY
WITH SECTION 3838 OF THE SANTA FE EXTRATZRRITORAL SUEDMSION

Ths B T ! et effz
Wicess my Hand ond Sesi of cllxce BOOK 250, FAGE D21,

i ! JOMA G ARG £EEH 3
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len Smerage, 127 East Chili Line Road, under oath, stated that it \ges less than a
month ady the proponents were asking for 650 high-density residential unigé plus other
things. In¥pe interim, this phase has been scaled back to a single commegtial
developmenY, He said this strikes him as a typical developer scheme togiecemeal things.
The entire prdyect area is 65+ acres of raw land and it should be treated as a whole. He
said a comprehdgsive view is needed to make sure it is harmomous fd these different
uses relate functidpally and architecturally. -

There were n§ other speakers on this case.

Member Katz s#¥d he shared the sentiments of the £t speaker and was concerned
that the project lacked cogsiveness. )

Ms. Lucero said the foject received master gfan approval in 2010 and that overall
conceptual plan is within the ®DRC member pack#ls. The mixed-use master plan was
approved for multi-family, compiercial and lightg#ndustrial. Today’s request is to create
four parcels in Phase 1. When thg site is readyflor construction, the applicant will have
to return to the CDRC with a deveYppment p#n.

Member Katz observed that tRg op®rall plan allows for virtually anything less a
nuclear plant. Ms. Lucero concurred it ¥as an extensive use list that has been approved
by the BCC. A

Member Gonzales said th request ajpears to be an economiical step necessary for
the developer to get the pro_iect Olling,

Member Gonzales 1y fved to approve the equest and the motion failed for lack of
a second. _

Member Mam asked if the CDRC could paa a case onto the BCC without
recommendation. Mg Brown responded that is the C l-«“ C srole to make a
recommendation t he BCC and encouraged them to crift a recommendation.

MembegfKatz said he was uncomfortable with the l ck of information regarding
this phase of e development. He appreciated the fact that Siyb-developers would be
coming fonrd but the application lacked information and hi} Rconcern was inconsistent
developmegft. Y

Ylember Katz moved to deny the application Member Marfp seconded and the
motiogfpassed by majority [3-2] voice vote with Members Katz, Ma¥in and Booth voting
for agfd Members Drobnis and Gonzales against. .

D. CDRC CASE # Z 13-5380 Elevation. Vedura Residential Operating, LLC,
Applicant, JenkinsGavin, Agents, request Master Plan approval in
conformance with the Community College District Ordinance to allow a

EXHIBIT
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multi-family residential community consisting of 214 residential units on 22 +
acres. The site is located on the north side of College Drive and east of Burnt
Water Road within the Community College District, within Section 21,
Township 16 North, Range 9 East, Commission District 5

Mr. Larrafiaga presented the staff report as follows:

“This case was on the March 20, 2014, CDRC Agenda as a Master Plan
Amendment to the College North Master Plan. This case was tabled from the
Agenda at the request of the Applicant. During the review process staff
determined that the College North Master Plan had expired. The College North
Master Plan, which allowed for 73 single family lots on 90.75 acres, was
approved by the Extraterritorial Zoning Authority in 1997 and Phase I of the
Master Plan was developed in 1999 as a 20 lot subdivision known as the College
Heights Subdivision on 33.84 + acres.

“Article V, Section 5.2.7 Expiration of Master Plan states: “approval of a master
plan shall be considered valid for a period of five years from the date of approval
by the Board; Master Plan approvals may be renewed and extended for additional
two year periods by the Board at the request of the developer; progress in the
planning or development of the project approved in the master plan consistent
with the approved phasing schedule shall constitute an automatic renewal of the
master plan approval. For the purpose of this Section, "progress" means the
approval of preliminary or final development plans, or preliminary or final
subdivision plats for any phase of the master planned project”.

“The Applicant is requesting Master Plan approval in conformance with the
Community College District Ordinance. The CCDO was adopted on December
11, 2000. The CCDO Land Use Zoning Map designates this site as a Village Zone
within a New Community Center which allows for multifamily residential use.
The Master Plan would allow a 214 unit multifamily residential apartment
community on a 22 + acre site, which is defined as an eligible use in the CCDO
Land Use Table. Density allowed in this area is a minimum of 3.5 dwelling units
per acre. The Applicant is proposing approximately 9.7 dwelling units per acre
and is in conformance with the CCDO.

“The Applicant has refined their plans to relocate the proposed site of the
apartments in accordance with the alignment of the proposed Southeast connector.
The exact alignment of the Southeast Connector has not been established
therefore the actual building site of the apartments may change to coincide with
the alignment once it is finalized by the County.

“Article V, Section 5.2.1.b states: “a Master Plan is comprehensive in establishing
the scope of a project, yet is less detailed than a Development Plan. It provides a
means for the County Development Review Committee and the Board to review
projects and the sub-divider to obtain concept approval for proposed development
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without the necessity of expending large sums of money for the submittals
required for a Preliminary and Final Plat approval®.

Mr. Larraiiaga said the application was submitted on December 6, 2013 and
revised on March 26, 2014. Building and Development Services staff have reviewed this
project for compliance with pertinent Code requirements and have found that the facts
presented support this request: the Application is comprehensive in establishing the scope
of the project; the Master Plan conforms to the eligible use and density allowed under a
New Community Center; the Application satisfies the submittal requirements set forth in
the Land Development Code.

Staff recommends conditional approval for a Master Plan in conformance with the
Community College District Ordinance to allow a multi-family residential community
consisting of 214 residential units on 22 + acres subject to the following staff conditions:

1. The Applicants shall comply with all review agency comments and conditions, as
per Article V, § 7.1.3.c. Conditions shall be noted on the recorded Master Plan.

2. Master Plan with appropriate signatures shall be recorded with the County Clerk,
as per Article V, § 5.2.5.

3. A revised Traffic Impact Analysis, showing current road conditions, shall be

submitted based on the Southeast Connector at Preliminary Development Plan.
Article IIl, § 4.4.1.5.c

An email in opposition to the development was distributed by staff [Exhibit 2.

Jennifer Jenkins, previously sworn, introduced Colleen Gavin with JenkinsGavin
Design and Development and Oralynn Guerrerortiz the project civil engineer who were
duly sworn.

Ms. Jenkins used a slide presentation that located the 22-acre site, identified that
the site within a village zone within the Community College District, noted that
residential multi-family is a permissible use in all of the village zones, highlighted the
preferred alignment for the proposed new north south minor arterial intended to relieve
traffic and congestion on Richards Avenue and serve the Community College District,
delineated that in accordance with the Community College District requirements the
proposal has 50 percent open space, significant landscaping, pedestrian walkways,
collects stormwater for landscape irrigation, has residential amenities, and a proposed
donation of property for right-of-way, and illustrated the schematics for utility hookups,
etc.

Ms. Jenkins mentioned the amendments to the plan have occurred in working
with Santa Fe County staff. She said they have been working closely with staff regarding
timing of the southeast connector’s 2016 construction schedule. This multi-family project
will be constructed in phases and the southeast connector and this project will be running
in parallel time paths.

Ms. Jenkins said Vedura Residential builds, manages and operates luxury

apartment communities throughout the southwest and she showed a series of slides of
completed projects with pools, fitness facilities, interiors, etc. This is not student housing
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for Santa Fe Community College nor is the college involved in the project. This isa
market sector, market rate apartment community that is at the high-end spectrum of
apartment living. The apartments will rent from $900 to $1,400 monthly and emphasized
these are professionally run properties with clear occupancy rules.

Ms. Jenkins said this area is designated as the primary growth area in Santa Fe
County and it is an economic development issue. Stating she serves as the chair of the
Regional Development Corporation Board whose sole mission is economic development
in northern New Mexico, she stressed that a diverse range of housing options is critical to
attracting employers to Santa Fe County. Santa Fe Community College is one of the
largest employers in the state and La Entrada Commerce Park is a designated
employment center in the Community College District. This project will provide a
necessary housing option and she emphasized that is exactly why the Community College
District Ordinance permits and encourages multi-housing. Speaking from her own
expertise, Ms. Jenkins said this type of project is necessary for the success of Santa Fe
County.

Ms. Jenkins referred 1o a letter in the CDRC packets from attomey Chris Graeser
on behalf of the College Heights neighbors and addressed the issues he brought up. She
offered to expedite the plat and deed the property prior to going before the BCC. This is
not a rezoning, the property is already zoned. Citing the CCDO, “...all properties are
zoned for the uses allowed in the Land Use Table.” In response to another point Mr.
Graeser brought up about the restrictive covenants for Rancho Viejo, Ms. Jenkins said the
subject property has been de-annexed and provided a Declaration of De-annexation
[Exhibit 2], dated March 20, 2014.

With a site map, Ms. Jenkins identified her neighborhood, the two existing
apartment communities, the transitioning development and assured the Committee that
property values have not been negatively impacted nor the quality of life by the
apartments. A community like Elevation can be in harmony with its surroundings.

Chair Drobnis apologized to the public but said the CDRC will lack a quorum at 6
p.m. Member Martin has an engagement and will leave at 6 p.m. and Member Katz is
recusing himself from this case because he is related to an attomey involved.

Ms. Brown encouraged the CDRC to continue the meeting until that time and
carry the issue over to the next meeting.

Member Booth said she would have liked to have had the Declaration of De-
annexation earlier than this evening. She said the date of the document concemed her.
Ms. Jenkins said it is atypical in a project of this size, Rancho Viejo, for undeveloped
tracts to be annexed into an association. When it was brought to the attention of the
developer, the de-annexation occurred. She said they recognized they were part of
Rancho Viejo in terms of the full master plan.

For the record, Member Katz said it was appropriate that he recuse himself from
this case. He has a close relative who represents a party in the matter.
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A gentleman {rom the audience stood and announced they were not asking
Member Katz to recuse himself. The Chair responded that that was Member Katz’
decision.

There were approximately 25 individuals wishing to speak and Chair Drobnis
advised the public that the speakers would be limited to two-minutes.

Duly swomn, Al Padilla, 8 Dean’s Court, a native of Santa Fe said he was in total
opposition to this development. He acknowledged the eloquence of Ms. Jenkins®
presentation but said it was not based in reality. The project will impact the community.
He said the apartments Ms. Jenkins referred to in her neighborhood had been there long
before she arrived.

Previously sworn, Glen Smerage of Rancho Viejo said his eight compelling
arguments for denying this proposal were contained in the CDRC packet. The
degradation of neighborhoods that occurs with off campus student housing was of great
concern. Many good projects are conceived and built and subsequently degraded and
even destroyed by the creators. Rancho Viejo is a 13-year-old community built out on
virgin ranch land. He urged the CDRC to read his letter. The County has a poor track
record in the placement of commercial activities within a residential area.

Mr. Smerage requested that the CDRC deny this proposal and send a
recommendation to the BCC that they amend the CCDO and the Sustainable Land Use
Code to better protect the community.

Duly sworn, Jerry Wells, Dean’s Court, said he worked with the Community
College and Santa Fe County to develop a roundabout on Richards Avenue. College
Drive has issues and one is that the Richards and College Drive roundabout is rated as a
failure. Santa Fe Community College north exit is a traffic hazard. He spoke of the
traffic issues and the problems in the event of a wild fire.

Duly sworn, Randy Kretchmer of Dean’s Court said he has attended every
meeting made available for the community to provide input on this project. He said there
were hundreds in attendance. He likened this project to a professional ball game where
afier the first quarter the referees announce a rule change. He said the project was
ramrodded down the throats of the area residents and there have been no sincere
recognition of the residents’ concems.

Mr. Kretchmer said this evening was the first they heard of the de-annexation. He
read a letter from the Rancho Viejo North Community Association Board of Directors
[Exhibit 3] expressing their opposition and reasons for opposition to the development and
requests the denial of the master plan amendment.

Duly sworn, Chris Schatzman said the commute on Richards Road continues to
get worse. Rabbit Road continues to worsen and is exceedingly dangerous. He said
Rabbit Road should be addressed before bringing more traffic to Richards Road. The
recent de-annexation was “suspicious” and the neighbors have not been given the
opportunity to review it. Mr. Schatzman said he was a professional commercial real

County Development Review Committee: April 17, 2014 11 06A 80



estate lender and financed many apartment complexes. During those years he saw many
failed apartment projects that as markets changed the actual use and rent schedules
changed. This project fails to take that factor into account.

Previously swom, Ken Vellon asked whether the developer would be paying for
the repaving of College Drive and pay for the road improvements to reach the southwest
connector; who pays for that?

Ms. Jenkins said the portion of College Drive up to the west side of the southeast
connector is the County’s project. Everything on the east side connector along the
frontage of the apartment community is the burden of the developer. If access is needed
to the apartment community prior to the County getting to that point, then the developer
will construct that portion on the west side of the southwest connector.

Duly sworn, Susan McGrew, Dean’s Court, said the agent’s claim that this parcel
was de-annexed does not fit with the fact the area residents bought their homes based on
the diagram showing 53 individual homes there. She read Vedura's mission statement,
“...our company’s strategy is simple: never pay more than replacement cost. We buy
below replacement cost when markets dip. We build as markets improve and we sell at
the peaks.” The residents have no way of knowing who the ultimate owner will be and
whether the maintenance and upkeep will occur.

Ms. McGrew suggested Vedura and Mr. Thompson find an appropriate area in
Rancho Viejo to build the apartment complex.

Duly sworn, native Santa Fean, David Vigil, Dean’s Court, said he recently
purchased his property in Rancho Viejo and the covenants state the subject area is
designated for single-family homes governed by their same rules. This proposal
completely diverges from what the covenants state and what residents were sold. He said
he was a proud to be a resident of Santa Fe County and as an internal customer of Rancho
Viejo he expects more and is opposed to the proposal.

Duly sworn, Pat Perrin, Dean’s Court said most of Rancho Viejo opposes this
complex and provided staff with signatures attesting to that opposition. She said
approving this application is piecemeal zoning and may be grounds for a lawsuit.
Without the southeast connector a ground fire would make this complex a deathtrap. Ms.
Perrir said this project is inappropriately sited in the middle of a covenanted controlled
community.

If approved, the Rancho Viejo North Community Homeowners Association loses
more than $50,000 annually on maintenance fees. And the Association will still have to
maintain roads used by the apartment complex. She understood this project had two
phases; where is the second phase?

Chair Drobnis apologized that the time was up. He said this item will be first on
next month’s agenda.
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_ APPROVAL OF MINUTES: April 17, 2014

A.

Use Admlmstrato
registration for a wel
is located at 8 Erne; e/cf“
TOWIlShlp 16 h (i-
/

#1o deny a home occupation business
iness located on 2.48 acres. The property
Rabbit Road, within Section 10,

Appellant, five men Fthe public spoke in opposition o o
thev heard noise af elled fumes from the welding business an

foer Anaya moved to approve the final order as amended. Member
and the motion passed by unanimous [7-0] voice vote.

VII. OLD BUSINESS

A CDRC CASE # 7 13-5380 Elevation. Vedura Residential Operating,
LLC, Applicant, JenkinsGavin, Agents, request Master Plan approval
in conformance with the Community College District Ordinance to
allow a multi-family residential community consisting of 214
residential units on 22 + acres. The site is located on the north side of
College Drive and east of Burnt Water Road within the Community
College District, within Section 21, Township 16 North, Range 9 East,
(Commission District 5)

[Exhibit 1: Opponents’ counsel letter, Graeser & McQueen, to Jose
Larrafiaga; Exhibit 2: College North Master Plan schematic and
Community College District Plan Table 5; Exhibit 3: March 20, 2014
Santa Fe County Clerk Recorded Declaration of De-Annexation; Exhibit
4: May 13, 2014 Department of Cultural Affairs HPD memo confirming
non-disturbance easement for LA 110168; Exhibit 5: CC&Rs by Ranche
Viejo for College Heights; Exhibit 6: Santa Fe County Sustainable
Growth Management Plan 2.2.4.5 Land Use Compatibility section:
Exhibit 7: Six emails and letters opposing the development; Exhibit 8:
NM ED Surface Water Quality Bureau compliance evaluation inspection
regarding NPDES permit, EPA data, discharge monitoring information;
Exhibit 8: Rancho Viejo North Community Association, Inc. letter
opposing the development; Exhibit 9: Eunice Vellon letter]
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Stating his nephew represents one of the parties in this matter, Member Katz
recused himself from this case.

Chair Drobnis reminded the members that this case was heard at the last meeting
until a quorum was lost.

Mr. Larrafiaga provided an update on the case stating that on April 17, 2014 staff
presented this case to the CDRC and the applicants’ agent, JenkinsGavin, presented the
development and the public offered testimony. Upon request, Mr. Larraiiaga presented
his staff report as follows:

“This case was on the March 20, 2014 CDRC agenda as a Master Plan
Amendment to the College North Master Plan. This case was tabled from the
agenda at the request of the Applicant. During the review process staff determined
that the College North Master Plan had expired. The College North Master Plan,
which allowed for 73 single-family lots on 90.75 acres, was approved by the
Extraterritorial Zoning Authority in 1997 and Phase I of the Master Plan was
developed in 1999 as a 20-lot subdivision known as the College Heights
Subdivision on 33.84 + acres.

“Article V, Section 5.2.7 Expiration of Master Plan states: ‘ Approval of a master
plan shall be considered valid for a period of five years from the date of approval
by the Board; Master Plan approvals may be renewed and extended for additional
two-year periods by the Board at the request of the developer; progress in the
planning or development of the project approved in the master plan consistent
with the approved phasing schedule shall constitute an automatic renewal of the
master plan approval. For the purpose of this Section, "progress” means the
approval of preliminary or final development plans, or preliminary or final
subdivision plats for any phase of the master planned project.’

“The Applicant is requesting Master Plan approval in conformance with the
Community College District Ordinance. The CCDO was adopted on December
11, 2000. The CCDO Land Use Zoning Map designates this site as a Village Zone
within a New Community Center which allows for multifamily residential use.
The Master Plan would allow a 214-unit multifamily residential apartment
community on a 22 + acre site, which is defined as an eligible use in the CCDO
Land Use Table. Density allowed in this area is a minimum of 3.5 dwelling units
per acre. The Applicant is proposing approximately 9.7 dwelling units per acre
and is in conformance with the CCDO.

“The Applicant has refined their plans to relocate the proposed site of the
apartments in accordance with the alignment of the proposed southeast connector.
The exact alignment of the southeast connector has not been established therefore
the actual building site of the apartments may change to coincide with the
alignment once it is finalized by the County.
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“Article V, Section 5.2.1.b states: ‘A Master Plan is comprehensive in
establishing the scope of a project, yet is less detailed than a Development Plan.
It provides a means for the County Development Review Committee and the
Board to review projects and the sub-divider to obtain concept approval for
proposed development without the necessity of expending large sums of money
for the submittals required for a Preliminary and Final Plat approval.””

Mr. Larrafiaga said the application was submitted on December 6, 2013 and
revised on March 26, 2014. Building and Development Services staff have reviewed this
project for compliance with pertinent Code requirements and have found that the facts
presented support this request: the Application is comprehensive in establishing the scope
of the project; the Master Plan conforms to the eligible use and density allowed under a
New Community Center; the Application satisfies the submittal requirements set forth in
the Land Development Code.

Staff recommends conditional approval for a Master Plan in conformance with the
Community College District Ordinance to allow a multi-family residential community
consisting of 214 residential units on 22 + acres subject to the following staff conditions:

1. The Applicants shall comply with all review agency comments and conditions, as
per Article V, § 7.1.3.c. Conditions shall be noted on the recorded Master Plan.
2. Master Plan with appropriate signatures shall be recorded with the County Clerk,

as per Article V, § 5.2.5.
A revised Traffic Impact Analysis, showing current road conditions, shall be

submitted based on the Southeast Connector at Preliminary Development Plan.
Article ITT, § 4.4.1.5.¢

L

Mr. Larrafiaga referred to Exhibit 4 which indicated the archaeological report was
revised and that there were no outstanding archaeological issues on the site.

In response to a series of questions regarding which policies govern the property,
staff offered the following information: the master plan in question was approved prior to
the adoption of the College District and the entire Rancho Viejo Master Plan. The zoning
map of the new Sustainable Plan designates this property and the entire Community
College District being within the planned development district and under the Community
College District Ordinance; those regulations are not changing. Originally the property
was allowed 73 single-family lots on 95.75 acres. The phasing called for 20 lots on 33
acres. The apartments are proposed on 22 acres. This area has a minimum of 3.5
dwelling units per acre. The applicant must comply with the open space requirements
established in the Community College District Ordinance and they will utilize County
water and the Rancho Viejo sewer utility.

In regards to traffic, Mr. Larrafiaga said if the southeast connector is built
Elevations will access directly off the extension of College Drive which will connect to a
roundabout to the southeast connector. If the southeast connector has not been built when
Elevations comes in for final development approval, a new traffic impact analysis will be
required to determine improvements.
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Chair Drobnis invited the public interested in speaking to stand and be sworn in.
He advised those individuals that there will be a two-minute time limit and in the event
there is a representative for a number of people the time limit can be extended. In order to
run an efficient meeting, he asked that the audience be respectful and not clap.

Randy Crutcher, 12A Dean’s Court, College Heights, duly sworn, said he was
speaking on behalf of the 20 homeowners who received notice. The plan was originally
for over 440 apartments units as proposed by Rancho Viejo developer Warren
Thompson. Now it is a 200+ unit complex on a parcel “just recently” de-annexed from
Rancho Viejo and is being sold to an Arizona company which has no knowledge of the
promises and commitments made to the adjacent homeowners via the covenants that run
with the land.

Mt. Crutcher noted that the County staff and community members spent
thousands of hours on community planning to achieve good development: “That’s not
what is happening here.” Dropping a high density apartment complex into a vacant field
without master planning is spot zoning. When this property was approved for rnaster plan
zoning in 1997 there was a condition of covenants. This property was not only part of
Rancho Viejo North but also had to pay dues to support the HOA, trails and open space.
He referred to Exhibit 2 which depicted the 73 homes.

M. Crutcher said Warren Thompson is trying to “pull a fast one” and void all the
promises and history on this property.

Al Padilla, 8 Dean’s Court, under oath, asked the CDRC to consider the scenario
if the developer of Eldorado or Casa Solano decided unilaterally to withdraw property
from the chartered association and build high-density apartments. “Promises made must
be promises kept,” stated Mr. Padilla. He noted that the Rancho Viejo developments
were well represented in the development of the Community College District plan. The
recorded College Heights plat shows single-family homes and disclosed as such in all
documents for all the property owners in College Heights. In fact, that was still in the
disclosure papers as of 2013. '

Mr. Padilla urged the CDRC to reject this piecemeal planning.

Evelyn Spiker, 7A Dean’s Court, under oath, stated she is a homeowner in
Rancho Viejo and has served on the architectural review committee for 10 years. She
said she believes in enforcement of the covenants and restrictions. The proposal before
the CDRC is an egreous deviation from any adherence to the CC&Rs that are part of the
community. Ms. Spiker, a realtor, said all homeowners were presented with and agreed
to the CC&Rs when they purchased their property. She mentioned the developer’s de-
annexation of property dated March 2014 states that the property is no longer subject to
any covenants and restrictions. She suggested it was not that simple and according to the
declaration of covenants and restrictions [Exhibit 5] the covenants shall run with the land
upon sale or transfer.

Ms. Spiker said there were hundreds of signatures in opposition to this proposal as
well as a letter from the HOA Board [Exhibit 8].
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Duly swom, David Vigil, 6A Dean’s Court, discussed the wastewater
infrastructure for the neighborhood and questioned whether an additional 200+ units can
be adequately handled by the 10 year old system. One of the closing documents states
that any future development in the area will need to tie into the Rancho Viejo utilities and
he was concerned about the capacity.

Mr. Vigil referred to the NM ED Surface Water Quality Bureau report and asked
the CDRC to review that document carefully because deficiencies were cited. /See
Exhibit 8]

Mr. Lopez, 18 Dean’s Court, duly swom, said his concerns revolve around traffic.
The project should be postponed until the southeast connector is built. The anticipated
design period of the connector is 2017 and 2018/2019 is the actual construction period.
Elevation’s project is premature and should be tabled until the design is complete and
adequate funding secured.

Karin Lubin, 12A Dean’s Court, under oath strongly recommended that the
CDRC deny the apartment complex. She said this board needs to set strong parameters
for developments. She said the Fire Marshal and staff are very concemed about fire
emergency in getting to the units or guiding an evacuation. She said without the
southeast connector in place this development depends entirely on guessing and that is
not good development. Richards is the only true exit and entrance.

Bruce Krasnow, 3B Dean’s Court, under oath, thanked the CDRC for their service
to the community. He said he understood growth and the economy but growth needs to
happen in a fashion that makes sense. He summarized the history of the project that
started in November 2012 when the area residents received an invitation from
JenkinsGavin to discuss a pending amendment to the master plan. At the second meeting
in 2013, the project was scaled back and at a third meeting Mr. Thompson offered to
work with the neighborhood; however, this parcel was exempt from the entire process.
Since then the property has been de-annexed. He asked the CDRC to reject the project.

Gayle Evezich, 6B Dean’s Court, under oath, said she respectfully requested that
the CDRC reject the proposal. The proposal of 214 apartments at the eastern end of the
57 acres was planned and platted for 50 single family homes in 1997 by Rancho Viejo
and Warren Thompson. She said this proposal changes monthly and the current proposal
places the complex ¥4 mile east of Burnt Water without the 10 home buffer zones. Ms.
Evezich said contrary to the assertion at the last meeting that the neighbors on College
Drive requested the most recent move, they did not.

Ms. Evezich said they are unequivocally opposed to this development in this area.
She said there is a lack of transition space between Burnt Water and the proposed
complex. This is piecemeal development going against the grain of the Sustainable
Growth Management Plan.

James Shuba, 9A Dean’s Court, under oath said he was present to appeal to the
CDRC members’ hearts. He said this proposal affects one of the biggest financial
decisions he and his neighbors have made. He said he and his wife fell in love with Santa
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Fe and finding Dean’s Court affordable have moved here for retirement. He said that the
Community College District does not need an apartment complex.

Lance Tunick, under oath, 14B Dean’s Court, said there are many government
planners in this proposal and it is the CDRC’s job to pull together those recommendations
and make a decision that serves the public interest. Spot zoning should not be allowed.
The lack of credibility of the developer and Univest has been established by the de-
annexation which contravenes all of the promises that were made. He said infrastructure
must be in place in advance of any construction. “Don’t make us suffer through Richards
Avenue, the sequel.”

Under oath, Sue Stein of Rancho Viejo, said she was speaking for five individuals
who were present and stood at the podium while Ms. Stein provided her testimony. Ms.
Stein recalled that last month when Ms. Jenkins presented the proposal she referred to
“the County” throughout. The County, stated Ms. Stein, is not an abstract entity. “It is
the men, women and children who live, shop, own businesses and homes...attend our
schools...pay taxes in and to the County of Santa Fe. It’s the people who are sitting here
tonight.” The community wants to be heard. The applicant and their agent do not speak
for the community. The applicant is in Arizona and according to their website is
interested in maximizing their return on investment. Contrary to what the agent said, the
applicant does not always maintain ownership and manage the projects they develop.
Decisions are made on their bottom line. Ms. Stein said the community is interested in
the community because it is their community.

Ms. Stein mentioned the changes to the complex did not address the community’s
concemns as reported by the agent. The residents of Rancho Viejo have been
unequivocally and consistently opposed to this project *“in all its changing forms.” There
are much better locations for apartments in terms of public transportation, local shopping,
employment and wider roads.

She said the apartments are not consistent with the planned development and will
result in the devaluation of the environment. Ms. Stein said the plot directly east of the
application is designated as multi-family development. She reviewed the proposed rents
for the apartments noting that the complex would not be allowed to discriminate and a
three-bedroom apartment could house six individuals paying $225 monthly. The
applicant’s assertion that these would not be college apartments does not alter the fact
that they would be used for out-of-town college students.

Ms. Stein mentioned a proposal on Rabbit Road and St. Francis that will include
650 dwelling units and 760,000 square feet of non-residential space. Adding that traffic
to the proposed apartments makes the traffic congestion concern real. She said none of
the traffic issues are adequately addressed because the whole picture is never developed
and small increments of the proposals are presented piecemeal. “Somebody needs to
lock at all the projects...and evaluate.”

Development has to be done responsibly and must have benefit to the residents of
the county present and future. Ms. Stein asked that the CDRC act as the community’s
voice and reject the application.
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Chair Drobnis requested and received the names and addresses of the four
individuals Ms. Stein spoke for.

Under oath, David Burrell, Chili Line Road, said this proposal is clearly a
rezoning strategy and he asked that the CDRC reject the proposal. He said he and his
wife vehemently oppose this project. The master plan should be honored. Mr. Burrell
commented that he had never heard of the de-annexation until the last meeting.

Richard Carson, under oath, stated that this de-annexation will set a precedent.
He said he is a retired academic and has been around college students most of his life.
One of the reasons he retired to Santa Fe is the community and he supports his neighbors
on Dean’s Court. He mentioned that the college where he taught started as a small
community college and grew into a huge college and the homes were razed for apartment
complexes.

Vicki Schneider, Rancho Viejo, under oath thanked the CDRC for listening to the
community. She said her community supports smart development. Even though the
agent for the applicant assured the CDRC at the last meeting that Vedura was the best of
management, however, according to their website Vedura will in all likelihood sell the
apartments. The buyer is an unknown. The great unknown of this property puts the
stability, security and property value of the neighborhood at risk. She suggested Mr.
Thompson find a more appropriate location in Rancho Viejo.

Clare Easterwood, 9B Dean’s Court, under oath, said she has lived all over Santa
Fe and reviewed the covenants, disclosures and asked what was going to be built on the
parcel in question. The answer was single-family homes and that was less than 18
months ago. Ms. Easterwood said she feels bamboozled by the developer. She said she
hoped the CDRC denies the project.

Beth Detwiler, Oshara Village HOA president, under oath, said on behalf of
Oshara Village residents, owners and the HOA she asked that the project be postponed
until both the northeast and southeast connectors have been constructed and are
functional. She said Oshara does not have a traffic problem, “we have a continuing
traffic crisis and adding thousands more cars into the mix is going to make it much
worse.”

Terry Buell, duly sworn of Rancho Viejo, said she moved there because it was
marketed as energy efficient and in concert with nature. She said that was important to
her and she has a conservation lot on Chili Lane. Ms. Buell said she makes her living as
a HERS rater to make sure new construction is green. This area needs to do more on
conservation and an apartment complex with a swimming pool is not efficient.

That concluded the public hearing.

Chair Drobnis asked about open space and trails in the community and one of the
previous speaker stated that the HOA dues pay for the maintenance of the trails.
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Approximately 50 percent of the HOA fees go to the landscape, open space and trail
maintenance. Another individual said the open space has been traded off at will by the
developer. It was added that Rancho Viejo is the first and only community in Santa Fe
County that has FireWise certification.

The applicant’s agent was invited back to the podium to address any comments.

Jennifer Jenkins, Colleen Gavin and Oralynn Guerrerortiz the project civil
engineer were duly sworm.

Ms. Jenkins clarified that this is a request for master plan. As required by the
Community College District Ordinance projects must submit a master plan prior to
moving forward. She confirmed there was a master plan on this property that expired.
The CCDQ is designated as Santa Fe County’s highest priority area for growth. The
property is already zoned, stated Ms. Jenkins and designated in the CCD plans as a
village zone with a minimum density of 3.5 dwellings per acre. The proposal is for 9.5+
dwellings per acre. The Sustainable Land Development Code has multi-family density
established at 20 dwelling units per acre. The developer is providing 50+ percent open
space on the 22 acres in compliance with the CCDO.

The Sustainable Land Development Code does not modify the CCD. An approval
of this master plan does not grant permission for anything other than the submittal of a
development plan. With respect to the southeast connector, Ms. Jenkins said they are
running on a tight parallel path with the connector.

Ms. Jenkins stressed that multi-family residential housing is a necessary part of
the housing spectrum. The largest employer in Santa Fe County is the Community
College and this proposal provides housing options to make Santa Fe County
economically viable.

Oralynn Guerrerortiz, under oath, stated that the 3-inch force main that serves
Dean's Court is adequate to also handle the apartment complex. The connection can be
modified to College Drive. The Rancho Viejo wastewater treatment plant was recently
inspected and issues were which will be addressed. There was nothing in the report
indicating anything inherently wrong with the plant.

Ms. Jenkins reviewed the pedestrian trails and noted there is a bus route that runs
to the college. She offered to explore an expansion of that route.

Member Booth expressed concem about the piecemealing of the project.

Member Anaya said he understood the area residents not wanting this complex in
their area but the project will bring services to all of Santa Fe County. He did not believe
it would devalue area property and moved to approve the project with staff conditions.
The motion failed without a second.

Speaking with 38 years of experience in real estate, Member Gonzales moved to
recommend denial of CDRC Case Z 13-5380. Member Martin seconded.
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Member Martin appreciated the County staff work on this project and thanked the
audience and the applicant for their patience. She said the project’s land use
compatibility was troublesome to her. The Sustainable Land Development Code speaks
to insuring compatibility, provides predictability and security by protecting property
values and public and private investments in property improvements. It also mentions
adequate transportation network capacity which is a serious issue. Further, she mentioned
in Albuquerque Commons versus City of Albugquerque the court found that property
owners have a right to rely on zoning classifications.

The motion passed by majority [5-1] voice vote with Member Anaya voting
against. [Member Katz recused himself.]

JIT. New Business
A, CDRC CASE # V 14-5080 Jason Mohamed Variance.
Mohamed, Applicant, Kristofer C. Knutson (Knutson Lawgh
Agent, request a variance of Article III, Section 10 (Lot 3ife
Requirements) of the Land Development Code to allogffwo dwelling
nits on 2.5 Acres. The property is located at 11 Vig#fnia Lane, within
Mgtion 24, Township 15 North, Range 8§ East Amission District 5)

)

Member KatzWgoined the committee.
N
Mr. Romero presen {he case as follows: 4
N Vs
. R . . A . .

“The Applicant requests Rgariance of Artigf1Il, Section 10, Lot Size
Requirements, of the Land I opme PO de to allow two dwelling units on 2.5
acres. The subject lot was cred 1n 4 4 via Family Transfer and is recognized
as a legal lot of record. Currently < e are two homes and two accessory
structures on the property. The /" . a & ssory structures consist of a well house

and stables. 4 N

.,

“On January 30, 2014, @ Building and Deve Rament Services Division received
. A N

a complaint that the ggflicant had moved a man®gctured home onto the property

without a Developg#fnt Permit from Santa Fe Coun™g On February 6, 2014,

Code Enforcemgf conducted an inspection on the proMgty and issued the

Applicant a Ii#fice of Violation for Unpermitted Develop \"'-._!L

“The A g/ cant states that he is requesting a variance in order {Ogove his elderly
mothe, @ito the second home to help provide assisted living for he B.urrently,
the g#¥plicant, along with his family including his mother, all reside 1N@ge main
/ fence. The manufactured home that was illegally placed on the prof¥ey is
4Fcant and not connected to any utilities.”
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March 5, 2014

Ms. Liz Stefanics,

County Commissioner, District &
P.O. Box 720

Cerrillos, New Mexico 87010

Re: Proposed Apartment Development within Rancho Viejo behind the Santa Fe
Community College on College Drive, called "Elevation at Rancho Viejo." Project
on the County Development Review Committee (CDRC) for March 20.
Presentation by Jenkins and Gavin to the Rancho Viejo Community at the Santa
Fe Community College on March 10 at 5:30 p.m. (Jemez Rooms).

Dear Commissioner Stefanics:

It is our understanding that you prefer email, but we could not send the attached
list of more than 300 signatures opposing this project, easily by that means. (See
Attachment A.)

Last year, we were told in three meetings that this proposed apartment complex
was to be built in two phases on an extension of quiet College Drive, which
borders the College on the North, to ultimately total an estimated 400 units.
These apartments represent a huge departure from Rancho Viejo's design and
concept.

This year, the major change appears to be starting the project with 200 units 1/4th
of a mile further over from our mail boxes on Burnt Water Road. (Later, they
would finish the apartments right up to Burnt Water road.)

Past SF Community College President Ana Guzman, invited us to a community
meeting and surprised us with the information that the complex would be filled with
students—-most likely foreign students.

Although it is billed as a luxury development with club house and pool, we view it
as a potential "party palace" in our quiet neighborhood. (The club house and pool
are a further irritant because our developer Univest promised Rancho Viejo
residents a Club and a pool but never built them.) And the college has a huge
pool only yards away.

Further complicating the situation, according to Jenkins Gavin--the local Public
Relations firm fronting this development—this property is in the process of sale to
Vedura Residential, 6720 Scottsdale Road, Suite 109, Scottsdale, AZ 85253.
Bruce Hart is the main partner involved, according to Warren Thompson of
Univest.

This land is currently Master Planned by the County for 60 single family
residences which is far more appropriate for this neighborhood and in line with
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what we were promised when we bought our homes.

This project would certainly lower the property values on Dean's Court. Rancho
Viejo developers (Univest, and others) sold housing in Rancho Viejo with the
assurance that it would be occupied by homeowners and governed by covenants
and associations. A sale of this parcel should not change the contract under
which we purchased homes.

We oppose apartments in this neighborhood because of loss of views due to the
heights of this complex, traffic, noise, headlights which eliminate our night sky
concept, the lack of the completed Southeast Connector (which in the event of a
ground fire virtually traps us on College Drive--there is only one way in and out),
the traffic impact on Richards, and the fact it presents the perfect site for potential
drug and criminal problems.

We are reviewing the traffic impact study paid for by the developers and we are
aghast at the findings. We have traffic experts among us and they find this study
deeply flawed.

We have discussed that the ideal place for apartments, would be next door to our
new Fire Station. The Station represents some law enforcement and such a
complex would have immediate access to Route 14 as well as be walking distance
to college, reducing the traffic impact on Richards. It would be some distance
from our single family homes. It would be more likely to attract a variety of
residents rather than just students.

We do not oppose student housing constructed on the College and supervised by
the College.

We control our residents through homeowners associations. Apartment dwellers
have no such associations. Young students can quickly bring down the condition
of apartment structures since they do not understand maintenance. Once this
project is developed, we know it will be immediately sold and possibly not well
managed. One look at the police blotter for the apartment complexes on Airport
Road, is enough to cause deep concern.

While respecting Univest's right to sell or develop this particular parcel, we do not
endorse any changes to the Master Plan to permit apartments on College Drive
because this kind of density is a far fefched deviation from our community plan.

Sincerely,
Concerned Residents for Smart Development
concernedrvhos@gmail.com

99 Via Orilla Dorado,
Santa Fe, NM 87508
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cc. Penny Ellis-Green, Growth Management Administrator, County of Santa Fe,
P.O. Box 276, Santa Fe, NM 87504-0276

Dan Drobnis, Chair of the County Development Review Committee and District 5
Representative, 102 Grant Ave., Santa Fe, 87501-2061
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Ranche Viejo Against Apartment Complex Petition

Petition to the County Board of Supervisors regarding a proposed Rancho
Viejo Community apartment complex on College Drive

--Whereas those who now own homes in the Rancho Viejo Community
purchased their homes with the understanding that Rancho Viejo would be a
community of homeowners and,

-Whereas the residents of Rancho Viejo have a voice and accountability
through homeowners associations and,

-Whereas Rancho Viejo is dedicated to the concept of preserving the nighttime
sky and an apartment complex would have to be well lighted for security and,

-Whereas the roads, streets and infrastructure of the Rancho Viejo community
are not sufficiently developed to support dense populations and,

~-Whereas crime has been high in Santa Fe apartment complex areas,
Those signed below oppose revisions to the Master Plan to insert

apartment buildings into or next to existing developed Rancho Viejo
community homes.

Name Address
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Rancho Viejo Apartment Complex Petition 1

Petition to the County Board of Supervisors regarding a proposed Rancho
Viejo Community apartment complex on College Drive

-Whereas those who now own homes in the Rancho Viejo Community
purchased their homes with the understanding that Rancho Viejo would be a
community of homeowners and,

—-Whereas the residents of Rancho Viejo have a voice and accountability
through homeowners associations and,

-—-Whereas Rancho Vigjo is dedicated to the concept of preserving the nighttime
sky and an apartment complex would have to be well lighted for security and,

-Whereas the roads, streets and infrastructure of the Rancho Viejo community
are not sufficiently developed to support dense populations and,

-Whereas crime has been high in Santa Fe apartment complex areas,
Those signed below oppose revisions to the Master Plan to insert
apartment buildings into or next to existing developed Rancho Viejo

community homes.

Name Address
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Rarncho Viejo Apartment Complex Petition

Petition to the County Board of Supervisors regarding a proposed Rancho
Viejo Community apartment complex on College Drive

--Whereas those who now own homes in the Rancho Viejo Community
purchased their homes with the understanding that Rancho Viejo would be a
community of homeowners and,

--Whereas the residents of Rancho Viejo have a voice and accountability
through homeowners associatlons and,

~-Whereas Rancho Viejo is dedicated to the concept of preserving the nighttime
sky and an apartment complex would have to be weli lighted for security and,

--Whereas the roads, streets and infrastructure of the Rancho Viejo community
are not sufficiently developed to support dense popuiations and,

--Whereas crime has been high in Santa Fe apartment compiex areas,

Those signed below oppose revisions to the Master Plan to insert
apartment buildings into or next to existing deveioped Rancho Viejo
community homes,

Address
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Rancho Viejo Apartment Complex Petition

Petltion to the County Board of Supervisors regarding a progosed Rancho
Viejo Community apartment complex on College Drive

--Whereas those who now own homes in the Rancho Viejo Community
purchased their homes with the understanding that Rancho Viejo would be a
cominunity of homeowners and,

-Whereas the residents of Rancho Viejo have a veice and accountability
through homeowners associations and,

--Whereas Rancho Vlejo is dedicated to the concept of preserving the nighttime
sky and an apartment complex would have to be well lighted for segurity and,

--Whereas the roads, streets and infrastructure of the Rancho Viejo community
are not sufficiently developed to support dense populations and,

--Whereas crime has been high in Santa Fe apartment complex areas,

Those slgned below oppose revislons to the Master Plan to insert
apartment buildings into or next to existing developed Rancho Viejo
community homes.
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March 7, 2014

Jerry & Carol Wells
14A Deans Court
Santa Fe, NM 87508

County Land Use Administrator
P. O. Box 276
Santa Fe, NM 87504-0276

Dear Sir or Madam:

This letter is in response to Legal notice #96592 published in the Santa Fe New Mexico on February
27,2014 regarding a public hearing on an amendment to the College Master Plan on 56.91 acres for the
development of an multifamily residential community.

As we will be unable to attend the hearing on the 20" day of March 2014 we are writing to voice our
concerns and objections to this development.

Univest-Rancho Viejo proposed this development over a year ago at which time we voiced our
objections to this development as it would substantially increase traffic on College Drive and it was a
change in the original design of the neighborhood from single family housing to multifamily rental
housing. The original proposal submitted by Univest-Rancho Viejo was to build two multifamily rental
housing units in two phases each development consisting of approximately 240 housing units. The
proposal was marketed as a “Luxury” apartment complex.

After receiving considerable opposition to these plans, Univest-Rancho Viejo altered their plans and
presented a proposal very similar to the current proposal. Once again the Community voiced
opposition to this plan.

At a meeting in the fall of 2013 a meeting was held to establish a Community/Developer joint task
force for purposes of addressing many of the issues voiced in our opposition to this development. At
the end of the meeting we were informed that this proposed development was not included in this new
joint task force as the College Drive property was being sold to Vedura Residential Operating LLC.

We are now told that this sale has not been completed and it appears that Univest-Rancho Viejo is a
partner in the proposal.

OBA- | { |



Our original opposition to this development has not been resolved. Our issues are the increase in traffic
on College Drive, the change from single family owner occupied homes to multifamily rental units.

We do not believe these rental units will be “Luxury” apartments as it is quite evident that they are
intended as student housing for SFCC.

Our concerns with student housing is the fact that College students do not maintain the property, have
late night parties and are constantly traveling back and forth to social events, work, school, friends
houses etc. We have rented to College students in a College town and know the ramifications of
renting to College students,

The traffic study presented assumes that the traffic on College Drive will not increase significantly. It
is unknown how many automobiles the study assumes for each apartments but I would expect no fewer
than at least two per unit and considering the residents would in all likelihood be students, I would
expect some units would have up to four automobiles per unit.

The multifamily rental housing is proposed assuming the South East Connector runs west of the
proposed site. As the developer probably is working with the county to make that happen, it may
relieve some of the traffic concerns, but not as many as the traffic study seems to imply.

The multifamily rental housing is only a short distance from a significant archaeological site. Knowing
young adolescent children tend to wonder off to explore unoccupied areas of the surrounding areas to
the homes, I would expect this site is at risk.

The proposal as submitted leaves open the question of the second multifamily rental units and would in
fact increase traffic substantially above the projections.

It may be noted that the round about at Richards and College Drive is rated as a failure. While it is true
the South East Connector may help the rating on this roundabout, it would still be rated at a failure or
near failure rating with the rental units,

As a homeowner in College Heights, I must follow the covenants established by the Rancho Viejo
Homeowners associations. These covenants protect homeowners rights, rights which the multifamily
rental units will not be required to follow.

We live in a natural dry land environment which is highly flammable and easily destroyed by wildfires,
unplanned pedestrian, bike and off road vehicle trails.

As a final issue, we find it unreasonable for multifamily housing to be allowed a swimming pool when
residents of Rancho Viejo are not allowed to have swimming pools and which saves our valuable water
resources. The pool would make the multifamily rental units for College students even more attractive
for late night parties with significant use of alcohol and drugs.

OB - LLZ-



We ask that you require this section of land be developed as originally platted in the Master Plan and
as presented to the residents of College Heights at the time they purchased their single family homes.

Sincerely,

pra

Jerry Wells

Lzée/ gy
Caro] Wells

CC: Liz Stefanics, Commissioner

oRR- |13
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Jose Larrangga

“rom: Dennis & Dona Hoilman <hoilmanhouse@yahoo.com>
sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 11:54 AM

To: Jose Larranaga

Subject: Re: Proposed Apartment Development in Rancho Viejo

15 East Chili Line Rd

Santa Fe, NM 87508

Email: hoilmanhouse@yahoo.com
Phone: 505 473-2205

Dear Mr. Larranaga,

Thank you for returning our call so promptly. We appreciate your efficiency and courtesy very
much and are glad to know that you are the proper and expected person to whom we should
address our objections to the proposed development of an apartment complex in Rancho
Viejo.

This proposed development would require changes to the Rancho Viejo master plan; we most
strongly object to any changes at all in the original plan, and especially to the proposed
construction of an apartment complex on College Drive just north of Santa Fe Community
College.

We bought our house on the promise that the Rancho Viejo Master Plan would be honored
permanently. Now the developers are seeking to void the original plan and build a commercial
apartment rental complex in our community. Doing so will inevitably change the nature of
Rancho Viejo, lowering our property values, further clogging our already too congested traffic
access (a major problem already), creating serious security concerns, polluting our land and
night sky, playing hovoc with our beloved views, ultimately depleting our water supply and
over-stressing our sewers leading to increased assessments for all residents of Rancho Viejo.

Of additional concern to residents of Rancho Viejo is the proposed sale of this development
property to a Scottsdale firm which has a dismal record as far as maintaining its developments
and its commitment to the communities which those developments disrupt.

But whether this sale materializes or not, the proposed changes in the master plan provide
absolutely NO BENEFITS for current residents--only an intolerable degradation of the
community and life style that we presently enjoy and that were prime factors in our choice of
Rancho Viejo as a place in which to live.

The only motivation for the proposed changes is corporate greed, and all residents of Rancho
Viejo will be the victims should the Development Board and/or the County Commission
approve them. We have heard rumors that this is a "done deal," but hope that this is NOT THE
CASE.
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Sincerely,

Drs. Dennis R. and Grace Dona Hoilman
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TO: COUNTY DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE (CDRC)

RE: Proposed Apartment Development within Rancho Viejo behind the Santa Fe
Community College on College Drive, called “Elevation at Rancho Viejo”. This project
is currently on the County Development Review Committee (CDRC) agenda for your
March 20, 2014 meeting.

March 11, 2014
Dear Commissioner Stefanics:

Univest, the current owners of Rancho Viejo have, for some time now, proposed to
build a more than 400-plus unit apartment complex in the College Heights area of
Rancho Viejo (just north of the Santa Fe Community College campus).

All of the many hundreds of individuals and families who have bought our homes here
in the Rancho Viejo community, bought them with the specific developer promises that
this was to be a carefully planned community of individual family homes. The
“Elevation at Rancho Viejo” proposal, on its most basic level, is a total violation of the
original representations made to all of us when we purchased our homes here.

The large Rancho Viejo community can only be accessed by using one of three, narrow
two-lane roads: Rancho Viejo Blvd., Richards Avenue and Rabbit Road (which cuts
through the Oshara Village community and comes out again on Richards Avenue).
Rancho Viejo Blvd. is a narrow, twisting, unlit two-lane road with no shoulders and
only a couple of tiny pull-off areas. Richards Avenue is also a two-lane road, and will
always be only a two-lane road as it is crossed by the two I-25 bridges and the
Railrunner Bridge (preventing any future road widening).

Last Summer, many of us attended a presentation of a roadway and traffic study that
was commissioned by Santa Fe County, in conjunction with the New Mexico
Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration. At the
beginning of this presentation by Occam Consulting Engineers, one of the very first
statements made by the presenters was (quote), “Richards Avenue is MAXed out”.
There are, as you know, proposals being considered by the County to create
“connector” roads in and out of Rancho Viejo which supposedly will allow more traffic,
but all that these connectors will accomplish is to shunt vehicles from one portion of
these MAXed out roads to other areas farther down these same roads.
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Although Univest (owners of Ranch Viejo) have originally made this apartment
development proposal, we have since learned that Univest now proposes to sell this
idea and land to an Arizona developer: Bruce Hart, Vedura Residential, 6720 Scottsdale
Road, Suite 109, Scottsdale, Arizona 85253. This effort is being fronted by Jenkins Gavin,
a local Public Relations/Design firm. Vedura’s business model is to build apartment
complexes at the lowest possible cost, and move on. They have no stake or interest in
this community other than the money that they will reap from it. Although this
development is being represented as a “luxury” development, the previous President of
Santa Fe Community College, Ana Guzman, announced in a public meeting that this
complex will be filled with students! If we want to know what kind of neighbors
apartment complexes have brought to Santa Fe previously, all we need do is look at the
Santa Fe Police blotters in relation to all of the apartment complexes currently on
Airport Road.

*

%+ We have paid a premium to live in a planned community, governed by
covenants and homeowner associations. This proposed development is a blatant
violation of the representations originally made to us, and such a development
will be under no obligation to be bound by any such governance.

%+ The traffic studies commissioned by Santa Fe County, the New Mexico
Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration have
clearly proven that the roads which access Rancho Viejo are already totally
inadequate. Knowing that many individuals and families own more than one
vehicle it is absurd to believe that the roads here can possibly accommodate the
addition of many hundreds more vehicles that would be a part of a 400-plus unit
apartment development. The proposed future “connector” roads do not offer a
solution, they simply serve to shunt traffic from one part of an over-crowded
roadway to another part of the same roadway.

<+ Approving “Elevation at Rancho Viejo” or any other similar development will

permanently and adversely alter the entire Rancho Viejo community by creating

destruction of valuable wild-land and animal habitat, unimaginable and
permanent traffic congestion, major pollution (in many forms), significant risk of
additional crime, and emergency entrance and exit access issues.

This proposal is only driven by financial greed. It does not represent any perceived or
real need of this community. It is being driven by people who have no interest in the
well-being of people in this community, as well as a possible developer who does not
even live in this State, and I urge that this proposal (or anything vaguely resembling it)
be permanently rejected.
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Respectfully,

Bruce Blair

1 Paseo Luna Blanca
Santa Fe, New Mexico

(La Entrada — Rancho Viejo)

CC:

Penny Ellis-Green at www.santafecountynm.gov/growth management
Jose Larranaga-Case Manager at joselarra@santafecountynm.goyv
Eunice Vicki at concernedrvhos@gmail.com
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Jose Larranaga

From: jan@hassel-usa.com

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 11:57 AM

To: Penny Ellis-Green; Jose Larranaga

Subject: Master Plan change proposed for Rancho Viejo

March 11, 2014
Penny Ellis-Green, Growth Management Administrator
Julia Valdez, Constituent Services Liaison District 5

Santa Fe County — via email

Re: Proposed Apartment Development within Rancho Viejo behind the Santa Fe Community College
on College Drive, called "Elevation at Rancho Viejo." Project on the County Development Review
Committee (CDRC) for March 20.

Dear Ms. Ellis-Green and Ms. Valdez:

Last year my husband and I attended meetings regarding the proposed apartment complex referenced
above. As residents of Rancho Viejo for ten years, we continue to be very concemed about the negative
impact these apartments would have to our property values and the enjoyment of our home and our
neighborhood.

We believe that the current master plan for the community should remain in place. It is what we agreed
to when we purchased our home. It was well planned and does not seem to warrant amendment, except
to bring Vedura Residential, who plans to purchase the new property, a financial opportunity. This
Arizona company does not have a stake in our community or a long-term incentive to maintain the
community quality over time. We believe the complex will become mostly student apartments, which is
significantly different from the single family dwellings approved in the current Master Plan.

We believe the traffic study purchased by the developers that indicated the new plans would not
adversely impact traffic was seriously flawed. Since there is only one road in and out of the area, more
traffic compounds the traffic snarl one can easily witness every day at 5:00 and could represent a serious
hazard in the event of a fire.
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We realize the Board must be fair and impartial in their decision and that the developer has the right to

evelop the parcel in question, but believe that following the current Master Plan without changing it is
the fairest approach for all interested parties. The developer has other property that would be much
more suitable for such a complex without impacting an established neighborhood.

Thank you for taking our concerns into account.
Sincerely,
Jan Martinez and Bob Hassel

22 Grasslands Trail

Santa Fe, NM 87508
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Jose Larranaga

From: Penny Ellis-Green

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 10:57 AM

To: Jose Larranaga

Subject: FW: Proposed change to rancho viejo master plan (CRDC hearing March 20)

From: lance tunick [mailto:tunick@vsci.net]
Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 9:42 AM

To: Jose Larranaga; Penny Ellis-Green; Liz Stefanics
Subject: Proposed change to rancho viejo master plan (CRDC hearing March 20)

Greetings:
I am writing to express my strong opinion as regards an issue to be heard next Thursday, March 20 before the
County Development Review Committee -- changes to the Rancho Viejo Master Plan,

The land owner and developer are together seeking a change to the Master Plan in order to build an apartment
development within Rancho Viejo behind the Santa Fe Community College on College Drive, called "Elevation
at Rancho Viejo." This land is currently platted and recorded with the county for a small number of single
family residences.

I am not writing to express my total opposition to the project. Rather, I am writing to do my best to see that the
project, if approved, is done in a sensible and neighborhood-sensitive fashion. The mess of Oshara Village and
Richards Avenue must never be repeated. The Rancho Viejo owner, Univest, displays virtually no concemn for
aesthetics and community issues (I can only imagine that money is their sole driving force). This means that
government must be extremely mindful of the rights of Rancho Viejo residents and of the quality of life impacts
that development inevitably has.

If the Master Plan amendment were eventually approved, there MUST BE CONDITIONS attached to the
change; these conditions must include:
¢ Limitation on the usage of the parcel of land east of Burnt Water Road and west of the proposed
apartment site. This land should be open space. Otherwise, we will be back before the CRDC in the
near future with someone wanting to put more apartments on this small parcel.
e Limitations to protect vistas (height limits)
s VERY careful traffic control (stops sign, speed bumps, limitations on heavy truck traffic)
» Tree planting, wall construction and other measures along College Drive to reduce noise pollution in the
existing College Heights neighborhood
o Meaningful light pollution ordinances and ENFORCEMENT of same.
Rancho Viejo has strictly-enforced covenants designed to improve quality of life. The proposed apartment
complex cannot be permitted to do an end-run around these restrictions.

MOST IMPORTANTLY, however, permitting construction of this apartment development to start
before the Southeast Connector road is completed would be a frightening case of putting the cart before
the horse. Construction traffic, noise, dust etc. on Richards and
College Drive would be horrendous if all construction vehicles had to use those roads in order to go to and from
the construction site. Richards is already a nightmare. That the developers wish to start construction sooner
rather than later is simply a consideration which must bow to the reasonable needs of the community. Build the
Connector road first.
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And as regards the Southeast connector:

--surely we have leamed from the traffic mess that is called Richards Avenue that poor planning leads to lousy
aads; and that a plethora of sign pollution does not solve the problem;

-- from what I have seen and heard (from the developer), there is no planned tum-off from the Southeast

Connector directly into the Community College. Rather, all CC traffic would exit the Connector at College

Drive and enter the CC through the existing North Entrance. This is insane. A condition to approval must be a

CC tum-off leading directly into the CC from the East. The proposed pathway for the Connector is only 100

yards from the parking lots at the CC. It is hard to imagine any financial or political excuse that could justify not

requiring such a CC tum-off on the Connector.

Thank you for this opportunity to express my views.
Sincerely,

Lance Tunick

14-B Deans Court
Santa Fe NM 87508
Cell -- +505 570 1845
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Jose Larranaga

From: Penny Ellis-Green

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 10:57 AM
To: Jose Larranaga

Suhject: FW: REJECT MPA 13-5380

From: Gary Lee Nelson [mallto:gnelson@cberlin.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 9:09 AM

To: Penny Ellis-Green
Subject: REJECT MPA 13-5380

Dear commissioner Stefanics,

As a homeowner in Rancho Viejo North and a conscientious voter in Santa Fe County, I am writing to express
my STRONGEST OPPOSITION to MPA 13-5380 that will come before you on March 20.

The Univest plans for a 400+ multi-story high-density apartment complex in College Park will simply destroy
the residential character of that neighborhood and Ranche Viejo as a whole. It will cost us millions in lost
property value that will eventually be reflected in county tax revenues.

In particular, it will increase the already too-dense traffic on Richards Avenue. There have been traffic studies
contending that traffic Richards Avenue will be fine but SFCC anticipates a doubling of enrollment in the near
future and Univest is planning a high-density “employment center” on the comer of Richards Avenue and
Avenida del Sur. Do the studies take these plans and the inevitable increase in traffic flow into consideration?

There are alternative sites for the apartment complex and the employment center within the extensive property
holdings of Univest. There is land is near Route 14 where a large number of commercial enterprises already
exist. This location is convenient to 1-25 and Route 599 so that the increased traffic can be handled from all
directions NSEW without additional cost for roads. It is also convenient to the new and proposed commercial
development of Cerrillos Road as it approaches I-25.

The new fire station is nearby this altemate site. Has the commission considered the increased cost of additional
staff and equipment that would be needed in either plan?

The proposed NS connector will not provide such access in the proposed plan. People from the east might use
the connector via Rabbit Road but Richards Avenue will remain the most convenient route for all other
directions. Furthermore, the connector does not include new entrances to SFCC that would draw traffic away
from existing entrances from Richards.

What about disaster evacuation routes? The altemnate site is already close to 599. That would leave Richards
Avenue for Rancho Viejo residents to escape wildfires and flooding.

What about crime? Bringing more people into Rancho Viejo will inevitably increase crimes of opportunity.

What about water? Yeah, what about water?
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T urge you to reject this poorly-conceived proposal. Send it back to Univest with your strongest opinion that
plans for the apartment complex and the employment center be reconsidered and revised in the interest of all
concemed — Univest, SFCC, Rancho Viejo residents and, most of all, the county as a whole.

Gary Lee Nelson
1 Woodflower Place
Rancho Viejo

Santa Fe County, NM 87508

440.522.4278
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Jose Larranaga

From: Penny Ellis-Green

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 10:57 AM

To: Jose Larranaga

Subject: FW: Opposition {0 Master Plan in Rancho Viejo/Univest

From: Chad Gasper [mailto:CGasper@SantaFeCF.org]
Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 9:13 AM

To: Penny Ellis-Green

Subject: Opposition to Master Plan in Rancho Viejo/Univest

Per Julia Valdez, Commissioner Stefanic’s liaison, | am forwarding my concerns to you concerning the changes in the

master plan of Rancho Viejo by Univest — I plan to attend the meeting but wanted to voice my concerns in writing as
well,

Thank you for your time.

/-——-—_‘

Chad Arthur Gasper

Development and Donor Services Associate
Santa Fe Community Foundation

501 Halona 5t

Santa Fe, NM 87505

{505} 988-9715 Ext. 7020

Like us on Facebook and learn about our initiatives.

From: Julia Valdez [mailto:javaldez@co.santa-fe.nm.us]

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 9:06 AM

To: Chad Gasper

Subject: RE: Opposition to Master Plan in Rancho Viejo/Univest

Mr. Gasper,
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[ am Commissioner Stefanics’ liaison. She has asked me to explain why it is important that she may not communicare
with you concerning this pending land use application.

EX PARTE

Land Use applications come before the Board of County Commissioners and are a quasi-judicial proceeding. The
Board acts like a judge in a court of law. Decisions must be based solely on the law and the facts presented to
the Board in a fair and impartial way.

Communicating with the Commissioners about the case at this point or trying to influence their decision would
be an impermissible ex parte communication. They cannot go on record as supporting or opposing the
application in advance of the vote by the full 8CC. If she did take a position in advance of the hearing, she would
have to recuse herself from further participation in the case.

However, you can present your views to the Growth Management Administrator. This is proper, expected, and
very effective. The Administrator and her staff will take your view into consideration when developing the case
for consideration. Your position is summarized in staff documents and all the information you forward to the
Administrator is included in the record of proceedings. You can also appear at the hearing and present
testimony concerning the application.

You can contact Penny Ellis-Green, Growth Management Administrator, (505) 986-6221,
pengreen@santafecountynm.gov.

Pleasc [eel free vo contact me if you have any other questions.

Sincerely,
ﬂ!/f((
lia Valdez
Constituent Services Liaison Diserict 5
Sanita Fe County Manager's Office

505.986.6202
wwiw.santafecountynm.gov

b% Conserve resources

From: Chad Gasper [majlto:CGasper@SantaFeCF.org]
Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 9:05 AM

To: Liz Stefanics
Subject: Opposition to Master Plan in Rancho Viejo/Univest

Good Morning Ms. Stefanics,

I purchased my home 8 years ago under strict guidelines on maintenance of my property, and because of
these strict guidelines I have been able to enjoy the peace and quiet and the beauty of the night sky out
in Rancho Viejo. Additional homes to Rancho Viejo, specifically apartment complex’s geared toward
college students is not ideal, especially under the guise we were sold our homes — [ was once a college
student and lived off campus and know the potential of what/may/will happen, specifically with parties,
additional traffic, noise, littering, police complaints. If the Santa Fe Community College is in favor of
these apartments then they should build on the campus itself where they can regulate the apartments,
like the homeowners associations regulates us with association fees and guidelines.
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--We bought our homes with developer promises that we would be part of a community governed by
covenants and homeowners associations. A high density apartment complex in our midst has no such
obligations. Land owners in Univest own other land that would be much more appropriate for such a
developrnent. .. near the Fire Station.

--The proposed location for the Elevation apartment complex will generate much more traffic on already
congested Richards Road. Until the Southeast Connector is completed, the traffic for these apartments
will be forced on to Richards.

--This development negatively impacts us with noise, dust, and car headlights plus parking lighting that
destroy our concept of night skies. This high density housing development is a huge departure from our
Master Plan of single family residences and we oppose any changes to it.

/-———

Chad Arthur Gasper

Development and Donor Services Associate
Santa Fe Community Foundation

501 Halona 5t

Santa Fe, NM 87505

{505} 988-9715 Ext. 7020

Like us on Facebook and learn about our initiatives.

et fihech "'.iug_..-fh-.ﬁ
Nonprafits have until the end of March to sign up for Give Grande New Mexico, our state’s first day of crowd-
sourced giving. Visit the website or email info@givegrandenm.org for more information,
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Ms. Liz Stefanics,

County Commissioner, District 5
P.O.Box 720

Cerrillos, New Mexico 87010

Dear Ms. Stefanics,

Last year it came to our attention that Vedura Developers and Univest were working
together to change the Master Plan at the county level. This is a Proposed Apartment
Development within Rancho Viejo behind the Santa Fe Community College on College
Drive, called "Elevation at Rancho Viejo." Project on the County Development Review
Committee (CDRC) for March 20.

I am writing because I am opposed to this Master Plan change and ask that you save the
college master plan as it is. Allowing 214 apartments to be built is unethical, not well
thought out (for many reasons from environmental to traffic issues); and sadly being
considered for the money—not the well intent of the Santa Fe community.

The SE connector is also a real concern and needs to be questioned why it is being built
when if we were doing real long term thinking of our community and college expansion,
then we would build a connector at the far end of the college campus rather than its now
considered placement (a quarter of a mile away from the college) suggested at the March
10" meeting.

The timing of building a road connector as well as a development complex perhaps was
not thought through. We are being told that the road will begin to be laid down in 2016
yet the construction of whatever project gets the go ahead will start BEFORE the road is
completed.

Considering the traffic issues already on Richards road, it makes no sense that we would
impact the road even more with big equipment, trucks etc and even have a greater impact
on traffic, congestion and safety issues if there is a need to evacuate quickly.

I know that you will stand by the larger Rancho Viejo community that is against this
major change to the Master plan. Please note our concern and hesitation in making this
major change to an already completed plat that has been documented and what all
residents receive when purchasing their property.

Please do the right thing!
Sincerely,
Karin Lubin

12A Deans Court
Santa Fe, NM 87508
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Jose Larranaga

From: Deanna Hagan <dee.hagan@live.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 10:53 AM
To: Jose Larranaga

Subject: RE: Case MPA13-5380

| five on Richards Ave and i want to vote NO to any changes of the Master Plan that we agreed to originally in
Rancho Viejo. Too much cogestion with traffic, noise, and hiding the sites of the mountains. | will not honor
any changes what so ever. Thanks Deanna Hagan 6551 Richards Ave.
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Jose Larranaga

“rom: fance tunick <tunick@vsci.net>

sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 9:42 AM

To: Jose Larranaga; Penny Ellis-Green; Liz Stefanics

Subject: Proposed change to ranchao viejo master plan (CRDC hearing March 20)
Categories: Red Category

Greetings:

I am writing to express my strong opinion as regards an issue to be heard next Thursday, March 20 before the
County Development Review Committee -- changes to the Rancho Viejo Master Plan.

The land owner and developer are together seeking a change to the Master Plan in order to build an apartment
development within Rancho Viejo behind the Santa Fe Community College on College Drive, called "Elevation
at Rancho Viejo." This land is currently platted and recorded with the county for a small number of single
family residences.

1 am not writing to express my total opposition to the project. Rather, I am writing to do my best to see that the
project, if approved, is done in a sensible and neighborhood-sensitive fashion. The mess of Oshara Village and
Richards Avenue must never be repeated. The Rancho Viejo owner, Univest, displays virtually no concern for
aesthetics and community issues (I can only imagine that money is their sole driving force). This means that
government must be extremely mindful of the rights of Rancho Viejo residents and of the quality of life impacts
that development inevitably has.

¢ the Master Plan amendment were eventually approved, there MUST BE CONDITIONS attached to the
change; these conditions must include:

» Limitation on the usage of the parcel of land east of Burnt Water Road and west of the proposed
apartment site. This land should be open space. Otherwise, we will be back before the CRDC in the
near future with someone wanting to put more apartments on this small parcel.

¢ Limitations to protect vistas (height limits)

» VERY careful traffic control (stops sign, speed bumps, limitations on heavy truck traffic)

* Tree planting, wall construction and other measures along College Drive to reduce noise pollution in the
existing College Heights neighborhood

e Meaningful light pollution ordinances and ENFORCEMENT of same.

Rancho Viejo has strictly-enforced covenants designed to improve quality of life. The proposed apartment
complex cannot be permitted to do an end-run around these restrictions.

MOST IMPORTANTLY, however, permitting construction of this apartment development to start
before the Southeast Connector road is completed would be a frightening case of putting the cart before
the horse. Construction traffic, noise, dust etc. on Richards and
College Drive would be horrendous if all construction vehicles had to use those roads in order to go to and from
the construction site. Richards is already a nightmare. That the developers wish to start construction sooner
rather than later is simply a consideration which must bow to the reasonable needs of the community. Build the
Connector road first.

And as regards the Southeast connector:
-surely we have leamed from the traffic mess that is called Richards Avenue that poor planning leads to lousy
roads; and that a plethora of sign pollution does not solve the problem;
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- from what I have seen and heard (from the developer), there is no planned turn-off from the Southeast
Connector directly into the Community College. Rather, all CC traffic would exit the Connector at College
Drive and enter the CC through the existing North Entrance. This is insane. A condition to approval must be a
CC turn-off leading directly into the CC from the East. The proposed pathway for the Connector is only 100
yards from the parking lots at the CC. It is hard to imagine any financial or political excuse that could justify not
requiring such a CC turn-off on the Connector.

Thank you for this opportunity to express my views.
Sincerely,

Lance Tunick

14-B Deans Court
Santa Fe NM 87508
Cell -- +505 570 1845



Jose Larranaga

“rom: Jim&Elizabeth Kerr <ekerr22@gmail.com>
sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 9:11 AM

To: Jose Larranaga

Subject: Case #MPA13-5380

Please vote this down. Water is my main concem but traffic congestion is going to be a problem. Please do not
change our master plan in Rancho Viejo.

Thank You,

Jim Kerr

6555 S. Richards Ave

Santa Fe, NM 87508
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Jose Larranaga

From: Janice McAninch <jan.mcaninch@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 8:45 AM

To: Liz Stefanics

Ce: Jose Larranaga

Subject: College Drive Project

Dear Commissioner Stefanics and CDRC Jose Larranaga,

It comes as no surprise that the residents of Rancho Viejo and College Heights are upset about the projected
development of an apartment complex which is compromising.

Traffic on Richards Road is already maxed out.

This violates our community standards and CC&R's which was specifically for single family homes.

Students in apartments would have no vested interest in maintaining these guidelines for quiet and dark sky nights.
There are three covered pools in the Fitness Center of SFCC.

An outdoor pool at 7000 feet is ridiculous, especially with 60 mph winds potentially emptying it with a mini tsunami.
Univest may be selling the property to be exempt from any CC&R constraints; however, Vedura's reputation is not one
of quality structures or concerns for the long run.

IF SFCC wants student housing, it should be on their campus and part of their responsibilities.

Traffic then could be bikes around the campus and less impact on Richards Road.

We do hope you will consider these issues as paramount to continuing a quality of fife in this area.

Sincerely,

Langdon P McAninch &
Janice A McAninch
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Jose Larranat_:_;a

“rom: Gayle Evezich <gevezich@gmail.com>
ent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 8:00 AM
To: Liz Stefanics; Jose Larranaga
Subject: Opposition to Proposed Apartment Development with Rancho Viejo - Elevation at Rancho
Viejo
Categories: Red Category

March 11, 2014

Ms. Liz Stefanics,

County Commissioner, District 5
P.0O.Box 720

Cerrillos, New Mexico 87010

Re: Proposed Apartment Development within Ranche Viejo behind the Santa Fe Community College on College Drive, called "Elevation at Rancho Viejo." Project
on the County Development Review Committee (CORCY) for March 20. Presentation by Jenkins and Gavin 1o the Rancho Viejo Community at the Sanla Fe
Community College on March 10 at 5:30 p.m. {Jemez Rooms)

Dear Commissioner Stefanics:

{ am writing to canvey my deep opposition to this development since | cannol aliend the March 20 meeling, We have an almos! complele consensus within our
communily against this development, with a significant number (in the hundreds) showing up at any meeting relating to thls issue, and with more than 300
signatures on a petition opposing this projecl.

Last year, we were told in ihree meetings that this proposed apartment complex was to be buill in iwo phases on an extension of quiet College Drive, which
borders the College on the North, to ultimalely total an estimated more than 400 units. These apartments represent a huge depariure from Rancha Viejo's
established design and concept.

This year, the major change appears to be starling the project with 200 units 1/4th of a mile east of our mail boxes on Burnt Water Road.

Past Sanla Fe Community College President Ana Guzman, Invited us to a community meeting and surprised us with the Information that the complex would be
filled with students, validating our concemn aboul the target market for the complex. Although it is billed as a luxury development with club house and pool, we view
as a poleniial "party palace” in our quiet neighbarhood. The Communily College already has a pool.

Further complicating the situation, according to Jenkins Gavin—-the local Public Relations firm fronting this development--this property is in the process of sale to
Vedura Residenlial, 6720 Scottsdale Road, Suite 109, Scolisdale, AZ 85253, Bruce Hart is the main partner invalved, according 1o Warren Thompson of Univest,

Vedura's business model to is construct apariment complexes at the lowest cost possible, and move on (see their website

htip://veduraresidential.com’homed). In a well planned and sustainable community this seems more than simply opportunistic. This company does not have a
stake in the community or long standing commitment to maintaining the qualily over time.

This land is currently platted and recorded with the county for a small number of single family residences, which is far more appropriate {or this neighborhood and
in line with whal we were promised when we boughi our homes.

This project will negatively impact the quiet enjoyment of our homes, and quality of life that we paid a premium for at time of purchase, and what is considered
valuable to anyone living in Rancho Viejo, Rancha Vigjo developers (Univest, and others) sold homes in Rancho Viejo with the assurance that it would be
occupied by homeowners and govemed by covenants and associations. A sale of this parcel would change the contract under which we purchased homes.

We also oppose aparimenis in this neighborhood because of loss of views due to the heights of this complex, traffic, trash and noise. There would be significant
tight pollution from {raffic and from exterior lighling in parking lot and common areas, as well as the pool and other public areas, This is inconsistent with Rancha
VieJo's lightly enforced lighting covenants designed to improve quality of life and respect the night sky ordinance in effect in the county.

The lack of the completed Southeast Connector (which In ihe event of a ground fire virtually traps us on College Drive—~there is only one way in and out), the traffic
impact on Richards, and the fact it presents the perfect sile for potential drug and criminal problems.

Al the community meeting with Jenkins-Gavin last night (March 10) we were informed that once the connector road is constructed, College Drive will have to be
extended and that will be {he roule to SFCC's north entrance. SFCC does not plan {o have ancther entrance from directly from the connector which means that all
traffic that will be on the Conneclor will dump onto College Drive. Additionally, the north entrance of SFCC is a poorly designed entrance that Is too small to
accommodate much trafiic. C

We are reviewing the trafiic impacl study paid for by the developers and we are aghast at the questionable quality of the study and its insufficient and misleading
results. We have traffic experls among us and they find this study deeply flawed.

Sufficient consideration was clearly not given to more appropriale sites, where infrastructure is still feasible and cost effective - but without creating a massive

impact on existing development. A good example would in the area of the new Fire Station. The Station represents some law enforcement and such a complex

would have immediate access o Route 14 as well as close proximity to the college, and would reducing the traffic impact on Richards. It would be some dislance

from any existing single family homes. And given it is not immediately next to the college, it would be mare likely to altract a variety of residents rather than just
‘udents. Again, that is consistent with the design and intent of the Rancho Viejo community plan.

+e do not oppose student housing constructed on the College and supervised by the College.

However, we conirol our community and quality of life by way of homeowners' associations. Apariment dwellers have no such associalions. Young students can
quickly bring down the condition of apartment structures since they have no vested interested in maintaining the quality of the structure or envirsnment. Once this
project is developed, we know it will be immediately sold and possibly not well managed. One look at the police blotier for the apartiment complaxes on Airport

Road, is enough to cause deep concem.
1
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While respecling Univest's right lo develop this particular parcel, we do not in any way endorse changes to the Master Plan o permit apariments on College
Drive. This concept and related density is a far dramfic deviation from our community plan. Rancho Viejo Is a community of homeowners, with strict home owner
association covenants and guidelines and management. This was not designad or promoted by the developer as a rental community at ihe time we purchased our
homes and made the decision to five in this community.

Sincerely,

Gayle Evezich
6B Dean's Court

ee: Fcnn3 E_”is-C—.rccn at www.santaFccountqnm.gov/growth management
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Jose Larranaga

“rom: Penny Ellis-Green

sent: Friday, March 07, 2014 5:35 PM
To: Jose Larranaga

Subject: FW:

Categories: Red Category

For the record

Fram: Lib O'Brien [mailto:libobrien66@amail.com]
Sent: Friday, March 07, 2014 5:00 PM

To: Penny Ellis-Green

Subject:

Dear Ms. Ellis-Green:

| am opposed to any change in the Master Plan regarding the proposed apartment complex north of
SFCC for the following reasons. | moved to Rancho Viejo seven years ago from New Jersey and
chose Rancho Viejo forit's night skies and minimal daytime noise.

1. There is plenty of land near the fire station (owned by Univest) and would not impact already
existing homes. Plus, there is easy access off Rte. 14 that would not cause congestion. In addition, !
bought my home with developer promise that we would be part of a community governed by
~ovenants and our homeowners association. A high density apartment complex in our midst has no
such obligations.

2. Traffic on Richards Ave. at 8:30 and 5:30 when the college holds so many classes, snakes as far
as the light at Governor Miles. Today there was gridlock in the traffic circle by Maria de la
Paz...Lenten services mingled with SFCC students. GRIDLOCK! We already have FIVE schools---
Maria de la Paz, Amy Biel, ACT, IAIA and SFCC...WE do not need any more traffic and | fear that the
proposed location for the apartment complex will generate more traffic on already congested
Richards Rd.

3. ltreasure the quiet, the night sky and lack of traffic..the reason | purchased in Rancho Viejo.This
development negatively impacts us with noise, dust, and car headlights plus parking lighting that
destroy our concept of night skies.

4. WATER....The bold reality is that we in {the Southwest are running out of water....we cannot afford
to do any more building....we need to renovate what is available so that families can find homes
already built.

Please do what you can {o confront these issues, with the hope that 1. The builder will stop its plans
al! together (false hope!) or 2. move to land that does not impact this already congested area.

Thank you for our help in this issue. Elizabeth O'Brien, Ph.D. 6557 S. Richards Ave. SF 87508
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Jose Larranaga

From: JUSTEXECRO@aol.com

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 2:54 PM

To: Liz Stefanics; Jose Larranaga

Subject: UNIVEST's proposed changes to Rancho Viejo Master Plan

Re: Case #MPA13-5380
Changes to the MASTER PLAN of Rancho Viejo,
Santa Fe, NM

No, No, Nol!

We "contracted” to fulfill our covenants when we bought our homes in Rancho

Viejo. The “contract" had another obiigation: YOURS. We are not permitted to
break ours to you; you should not be permitted to break yours to usl--We bought our
homes with developer promises that we would be part of a community governed by
covenants and homeowners associations. A high density apartment complex in our
midst has no such obligations, and is not what we contracted for.

This development would negatively impact us with noise, dust, and car headlights plus
parking lighting that would destroy our concept of night skies, among other unwanted
problems. This high density housing development is a huge departure from our
Master Plan of single family residences and we oppose any changes to our Master
Plan, which your side (even though you may be a new owner) contracted for.

We, in Rancho Viejo, DO NOT WANT CHANGES TO OUR/YOUR MASTER PLANI
Very truly yours,

Rosemarie Cristello
11 Emory Pass
Rancho Viejo,
Santa Fe, NM



Date: March 12, 2014

TO: Mr. lose Larrafiaga
Development Review Team Leader
Santa Fe County

FR: David A. Vigil
Resident College Heights
Rancho Viejo

RE: Elevation at Rancho Viejo #MPA 13-5380
Dear Mr. Larrafiaga,

I'm writing you today to express my concerns and objections to a proposed master plan amendment to
the College North Master Plan affecting the approximate 56.91 acre parcel north of College Drive and
east of Burnt Water Rd. Again this issue is returning and again the sediments of many of the Rancho
Viejo community including myself are strongly opposed. Let me be clear that this change is going to
significantly alter and deviate from our current quality of life. Additionally, the residents of College
Heights were sold on the vision that the area in question would eventually be developed into single
family homes like ours.

Quality of life, culture and community are all reasons why my wife and | love College Heights. We do
our due diligence whenever we purchase properties and the issue of this open space did come to our
attention. After doing our research we were confident through the master plan, our HOA covenants and
just the basic logistics that a development such as a multi-family housing unit would not be an option.
Here we are a few years later dealing with this potential change which brings me to the question. With
so much [and owned by Univest, why would they choose this area to put a multi-family housing unit?
Why would they sell us one thing but propose to deliver another? This is not a good feeling to have.
Sure many of us are taking this personal but this is our home. Nobody would appreciate the feeling of
misrepresentation. The multi-family housing unit severely deviates from the original vision by which we
were seld.

| could get into & variety of reasons as to why this proposal is not a good idea. | will only keep it to a few
points to keep it short. First and faremaost is the reason that | have previcusly touched on which is the
misrepresentation. This alone should null and void this proposal from going any further. Second is the
fact that who is going to govern this multi-family housing unit. As a neighborhood we are governed by
HOA covenants. What rules will gavern the multi-family housing unit? | see plans and drawings that are
contradictory to our existing HOA rules and regulations. To mention a few; no pools are allowed, why is
the current plan show a sewer line tie-in to the College Heights existing line {not allowed based on
College Heights subdivision disclosure statement), has this project received approval from the
architectural review board and use restriction that lots are to be used for single family residential use
only. The most important takeaway from our disclosure is health, safety and welfare which states that
in the event uses of, activities on, or facilities upon or within the Property, the Tract or any Lot are
deemed by the Board of Architectural Review Committee to be a nuisance or to adversely affect the
health, safety or welfare of the Owners or Occupant, the Architectural Review Committee may make
rules restricting or regulating their presence.

oep- |DE



I'm a strong believer that our quality of life is significantly going {o be adversely affected. Traffic, noise
and transiency are all concerns. The fact that a large structure s now going to occupy space originally
designed for single family homes is very disappointing. This is obviously an amendment, for this
particular area, that cannot be approved ar accepted by the Ranche Viejo community.

1 do have a background in development and construction. My firm provides engineering services to
many projects that people benefit from every day. As a native Santa Fean, it was always a dream of
mine to return 10 Santa Fe after college and contribute back to my community. 'm proud to say that my
campany employs 17 New Mexicans and we work on projects that make sense and benefit the
community. [t is disappointing when [ hear of a change like this being implemented by a non-local
developer with intentions on maximizing the profits for its investors. That Is the motto of Vedura
Residential Operating, LLC and they proudly announce it on their web page. | was born and raised in this
community and | say no to this development thinking that they can make Santa Fe a chop shop. [ love
my home, community and many family and friends that are part of this community. This proposed
master plan amendment should be removed from consideration and [ ask that you please share this
letter and thoughts with the CDRC. [thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

t:3£:)é:::

David A. Vigil
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March 12, 2014 email to Jose Larranaga; cc: Penny Ellis-Green & Liz Stefanics page 1 of 2
..(Note that this attachment to a cover email is a pdf document to make type more readable}..

To. joselarra@santafecountynm gov
CC. pengreen@santafecountynm.gov; Istefanics@santafecountynm.gov

Subject: Do Not Approve MPA13-5380, Master Plan Amendment for Elevation at Rancho Viejo
Dear Mr. Larranaga:

As someone who has been living in Rancho Viejo for 9 years, | request that you Do Not Approve
Case MPA13-5380, Master Plan Amendment for Elevation at Rancheo Viejo, 214 Apartments.
Reasons for requesting this are as follows (the Case is referred to as the Apartments below):

1. The County is not allowing sufficient current input from the public on the Apartments
It's been approximately 1 year since this issue last came up in a public meeting at the
County that resulted in the Apartments being postponed until now. Current public input needs
to be considered, as plans have changed. The short March 20 meeting is not enough time to
consider public input. Especially since the Developer spent months meeting with the County
on this. Thus we request you Do Not Approve this Case and do not send it to the Board of
County Commissioners for a vote until the County allows and responds to more public input.

2. The public hasn't received sufficient current input from the County on the Apartments
In a March 10 meeting we received information from the Developer on the Apartments. But
that's just his point of view. The public wants a meeting to know the County's point of view.

3. The County has not provided sufficient public information on how the SE Connector

is integrated into the Apartments plan, key since they're adjacent and increase traffic.
The last public information meeting about the SE Connector was June 26, 2013. We believe

that the SE Connector traffic study did not specifically model projected Apartments traffic. Plus,

we understand the study was only for 1 day. Very experienced traffic experts we've consulted

warn that such a study is inadequate. We've heard that the Developer may have done some

sort of traffic projection for the Apartments; if so,this is less objective than having a third party do

such a study. We think our sources are accurate, but we say "believe," "understand," and

"heard" because we have gotten all our information from unofficial sources, not the County.

The County needs to provide such Apariments information publicly to show transparency.

Additional examples of information we need clarification on are:
* Is there a direct entrance onto the SE Connector from the Apartments?
+ With increased Apartments fraffic, is a roundabout planned at the College North entrance?;
no roundabout there = College Drive traffic from Rabbit stalled making a left at that enfrance
* Why isn't there a West entrance into the College to reduce more College Drive congestion?
* Why did we 1st see new SE Connector options March 10 at a Developer, not a County meeting?
* Has the County confirmed that the $5 million bond issue will cover the SE Connector proposed?
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March 12, 2014 email to Jose Larranaga; cc: Penny Ellis-Green & Liz Stefanics page 2 of 2

At the March 10 meeting with Rancho Viejo residents, the Developer said that one of the two
new supposedly-final route options for the SE Connector from the Apartments S to Avenida del
Sur curves S Rabbit approximately 45 degrees southwest below the College. The other
supposed final option keeps S Rabbit going almost due South. When asked at the meeting
what route option was most likely, the Developer said the due South route would be used
because the College didn't like the 45 degree southwest route. Why hasn't the public had the
chance to say what it thinks about that route? |t looks like it could be saner and save money.

Rancho Viejo residents have received information about developments on the Apartments
in the last 9 months only in a public meeting by the Developer on March 10. Residents have
not had a public meeting with the County in those 9 months to present input on the
Apartments. Similarly, residents have not had a public meeting with the County in 12 months
on the SE Connector that is intertwined with the Apartments. Nor have they had any public
meeting opportunity in 12 months to present input to the County on this SE Connector. And
the only public meeting they had covering the intertwined SE Connector was from the
Developer, not the County, on March 10.

With residents having no public meetings with the County on the Apartments or the
intertwined SE Connector in 9 to 12 months, the public has not been afforded enough time to
learn about, consider, and comment on the alternatives. Only in the last 2 days have Rancho
Viejo Residents had supposedly up-to-date information on the Apartments and the intertwined
SE Connector! And that information was presented by the Developer, not the County.

It looks like the County is only considering comments by the Developer,

County resident opinion on the above topics deserves more attention than a few minutes at
long multi-topic CDRC meeting next week and possible coverage of this topic in a similar
Board meeting in the next month or so. Do Not Approve Case MPA13-5380.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Paul Wrenn
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Jose Larranaga

“rom: Penny Ellis-Green

sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 3:20 PM
To: Jose Larranaga

Subject: FW: URGENT - MPA 13-5380
Importance: High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

From: jsherre [mallto:jsherre@att.net]
Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 3:11 PM

To: Penny Ellis-Green
Subject: URGENT - MPA 13-5380
Importance: High

Dear Ms. Ellis-Green

I am a Rancho Viejo (RV) homeowner in Windmill Ridge. | wish to express my STRONG
OPPOSITION to MPA 13-5380, which comes before you on March 20.

I, along with many RV home owners are CONCERNED, seriously concerned about the so-called
.uxurious” apartments to be built in College Park. First, this proposal goes against the core of why
most of us bought homes in RV. We chose to spend our funds in what we believe would be a non-
dense community surrounded by natural New Mexico beauty. The building of these apartments will
be the first step toward destroying the covenant on which we relied. In addition, the cost to affect
these changes is likely to decrease property values and increase taxes. Property values will
decrease for future buyers will look elsewhere to avoid “apartment communities” and will not want to
contend with the traffic. | am already aware of homeowners moving due to increased Richards traffic
and the future plans initiated by Univest and the developer, Vendura. Their tax dollars now go to the
city of Santa Fe.

In addition, the proposed expansion of SFCC and the "employment center” at the corner of Richards
and Avenida del Sur shall increase traffic—despite any relief route or the apartment complex. Not
only will the traffic increase, but if a serious wildfires occur in RV, the two routes to safety will be
congested to the point that lives will be endangered.

Last evening, we met with representatives of Vendura and gained no answers to our questions or
suggestions. The representatives maintained they did not know the details of the developer (their
employer) nor that of Univest. As concerned home owners, we were frustrated that a meeting was
called, but little, if any, information was made available.

We have requested Univest and Vendura explore other, extensive property holdings of Univest, such
as the land near Route 14 where a large number of commercial enterprises already exist. This
)cation is convenient to -25 and Route 599 so that the increased traffic can be handled from all
directions NSEW without additional cost for roads. This location is convenient to the new and
proposed commercial development of Cerrillos Road as it approaches 1-25 and would not significantly
increase traffic on Richards.
1
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Another concern is crime. Currently, RV is peaceful with little crime? Generally, apartment
complexes increase the probably of crimes of opportunity. Yet another potential for lowering the
value of property and impacting, negatively, future real estate sales.

|, as many other RV homeowners, urge you to reject this poorly-conceived proposal. Send it back to
Univest with your strongest opinion that plans for the apartment complex and the employment center
be reconsidered and revised in the interest of all concerned — Univest, SFCC, and RV residents.

Thank you for considering our concerns,
Sherre Stephens
3 L.ookout Mountain

Santa Fe (county), NM 87508
505-570-7470

ORA -\t 3



1

Jose Larranaga

“rom: Vicki Lucero

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 3:49 PM

To: Jose Larranaga

Subject: FW: Santa Fe County Public Comment Form
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

-----Original Message-----

From: Jennifer LaBar-Jaramillo

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2D14 3:47 PM

To: Penny Ellis-Green: Vicki Lucero

Subject: FW: Santa Fe County Public Comment Form

Is this re: a case for tonight or CORC? Please submit with case correspondence.
Thanks,
len

From: Anonymous [mailto:kbustos@santafecountynm.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 2:57 PM

“0: Kristine Mihelcic; Jennifer LaBar-Jaramillo
subject: Santa Fe County Public Comment Form

Webh form results:
[Anonymous submission]

Comments:
Re: Case #HMPA13-5380
Changes to the MASTER PLAN of Rancho Viejo, Santa Fe, NM

No, No, Na!

We "contracted” to fulfill our covenants when we bought our homes in Rancho Viejo. The "contract”

had another obligation: YOURS. We are not permitted to break ours to you; you should not be permitted to break yours
to us!--We bought our homes with developer promises that we would be part of a community governed by covenants
and homeowners associations. A high density apartment complex in our midst has no such obligations, and is not what
we contracted for.

This development would negatively impact us with noise, dust, and car headlights plus parking lighting that would
destroy our concept of night skies, among other unwanted problems. This high density housing development is a huge
departure from our Master Plan of single family residences and we oppose any changes to our Master Plan, which your
side {even though you may be a new

owner) contracted for.

We, in Rancho Viejo, DO NOT WANT CHANGES TO OUR/YOUR MASTER PLAN!

Very truly yours,

OBA - \udd,



Rosemarie Cristello
11 Emory Pass
Rancho Viegjo,
Santa Fe, NM
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Jose Larranaga

‘rom: pateperrin@aol.com

sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 4:21 PM

To: Liz Stefanics; Jose Larranaga

Subject: Opposition to the proposed 214 apartment building complex on College Drive. CDRC Case #
MPA 13-5380 Elevation at Rancho Viejo

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

When I retired, | couldn't decide between Sedona or Sania Fe.

| thought, the big Arizona Developers will ruin Sedona because it has such a fragile infrastructure and the Hispanics will
protect Santa Fe.

Indeed, the developers have ruined Sedona. In summer, it takes over an hour to drive 5 miles because the roads do not
support the traffic.

I now find myself fighting two Arizona construction firms: Univest and Vedura, which want to build what is really going to
be student housing in my back yard. And the traffic problems on Richards are mounting.

Please do not allow this construction on College Drive until the Southeast Connector goes in.

We were promised a Master Plan of 60 additional single family homes. We support that. We would even support condos
or town homes if we didn't have such traffic problems on Richards.

But apartments, where we have no way to control or communicate with renters, are a nightmare.

1vhe current plan shows a buffer zone but we all know that just as soon as they build the 214 apartments, they will put
more right next to us. To those of us on little, quiet College Drive, it just means traffic, noise,dust and lights.

Of course, | can just sell my house and leave. | feel so terribly sad because that's probably what | am going to have to do.

OBA- U,
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Jose Larranaga

From: Reinhartz, Judy <jreinhartz@utep.edu>

Sent; Tuesday, March 11, 2014 8:26 PM

To: Jose Larranaga

Cc: Liz Stefanics

Subject: Proposed Apartment Development Within Rancho Viejo Behind the Santa Fe Community
Callege

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Dear Mr. Larranaga,

As you are aware, the community members and homeowners of Rancho Viejo are committed to maintaining the
quality of life originally envisioned and advertised by adhering to the existing Master Plan drawn up and agreed
to in the 1990s for the establishing of College Heights and adjacent communities. The original commitment and
agreement have been challenged by the recent request to develop the apartment complex east of College
Heights and the SFCC.

For those of us who have been here since 2002, this announcement was certainly a shock to hear about the plans
for a high-density multi-story rental apartment complex of 156 units in the already traffic-impacted area.
Currently, SFCC has 6,000 students with the goal of 12,000 in the next decades, St Maria de la Paz Catholic
Community, which includes 1700+ families, Santo Nifio Regional Catholic School with 356 students, Amy Biel
Community School with a student population of 441, bicycle parts business, and that does not include the
current Rancho Viejo families with expected expansion of La Entrada at RV in the next few years.

Our vision is simple and that is to have owner-occupied, maintained, and cared for residential communities that
are governed by sets of covenants established first by the developer, which were turned over to individual
homeowners’ associations. The vision as stated in the current Master Plan ensures that we would be enjoying
and living in an area where there is open space free of pollutants, clear day and night skies, recreation trails to
walk and enjoy nature, safety for us and our loved ones, sustainable property values, and enough water for all
without fear.

The proposed developer's project changes this vision and the future lives of homeowners in Rancho Viejo. We
made a commitment to buy and live here, and now the current project ignores the Master Plan, changing the
original mission and vision by building a high density commercial apartment complex with a clubhouse and
swimming pool, bringing more people into the area already plagued by high travel density issues.

We have participated and attended most of the public meetings held, but many were not productive because
many of the questions from hundreds of homeowners present were not answered since the presenters did not

1
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have the answers, contributing to our frustration. The question that comes to mind, is why have public meetings
when people in anthority are not present to answer questions? It appears that the meetings were held to meet
the requirement of having them, but not to really have them function as a public forum.

We are sad to conclude that the dye has already been cast, and it is a done deal. We hope and pray that is not
the case. We hope the Santa Fe County Commissioners will recognize that this project is against the will of the
majority of residents in Rancho Viejo and that our community will not benefit in any way from having this
project approved. In fact, we all lose—in terms of natural water sustainability, increased erosion by removing
ground cover and interfering with flood zones, and the reduction of wildlife.

When the developer’s Master Plan for this area was drawn, the Santa Fe County Commissioners supported
themn. What does the project say about systematic county development policies, strategies, and tactics for our
future? Who will benefit from this proposed change? Is it in the communities’ interests? The economic interest
of the developers? And finally, how does Rancho Viejo maintain its integrity, vision, and lifestyle when it’s
developers try to undermine the original Master Plan for their profit?

My husband and | made a choice to come to Santa Fe and live in Rancho Viejo. And frankly, we feel
betrayed. It seems that written documents and verbal promises can be easily broken by the developer and now
Vendura, who will be building the apartment complex.

We are concerned that a precedent for further changes is in the wind for the Rancho Viejo area. We chose
quality of life and sustainability based on the original Rancho Viejo Master Plan. Please, Mr. Larranaga, as
project manager, do not abandon us and the original Master Plan and vision in favor of corporate
America. Please make us count in the end.

Thank you for taking time to read and consider our request.

Sincere regards,

,ﬁ(‘/y and Chrnnés .{f/_{ﬂ'ﬂﬁar()'

.udy Reinhartz, Ph.D.

Professor Emeritus, The University of Texas at El Paso
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Dennis Reinhartz, Ph.D.

Erneritus Professor, The University of Texas at Arlington

20 Firerock Road
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502

505-474-5329



Graeser & McQueen, LLC

-Attorneys at Law-
316 East Marcy Street, Post Office Box 220 Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-0220
(505} 982-2074

April 2, 2014

Santa Fe County Board of County Commissioners
¢/o Jose Larrafiaga, Commercial Development Case Manager

via: email to joselarra@santafecountynm.gov
re: Elevation at Rancho Viejo, #MPA 13-5380

Dear Jose,

This firm represents neighbors of the proposed Elevation at Rancho Viejo project
(residents of College Heights Phase 1) and submits this letter on their behalf in
opposition to the requested master plan amendment. Their objection to the master
plan amendment to allow at least 214 rental apartments where 53 homes were
previously approved and expected is based on several factors.

BCC Discretionary Review Criteria

Section §4(B)(3)of the Community College District Ordinance, Ordinance 2000-12
(CCDO), requires the BCC to review the application for "Conformance to the Santa Fe
County Growth Management Plan as amended by the Community College District
Plan" as well as “Impacts to schools, adjacent lands or the County in general.”
Fundamentally, this application does not comply with the Community College
District Plan, Resolution 2000-148 (CCDP), and presents an unreasonable impact on
the adjacent lands. The amendment request should be denied, and the applicants
can be apprised of the reasons for denial as set forth in this letter. CCDO §4(B)(4).

County staff has done a thorough job in their review, and has recommended
approval. Although the staff memorandum may recommend the projectasin
compliance with the Code, that recommendation only addresses prescriptive Code
requirements. The BCCC may still reject the project under its discretionary
authority.

Master Plan Expired

The 1997 College North Master Plan has expired. Thus, a new master plan is
required. CCDO §4. Granting any new master plan is within the BCC's discretion and
may be done taking into mind appropriate, planned-for development and its impact
on the neighbors.



Community College District Plan

The CCDO allowed development in accordance with approved master plans
“without amendment.” CCDO Section 9(A). The applicants could have developed
their property in accordance with the 1997 master plan but did not do so. There
continues to be little resistance to development as planned at that time (i.e.,
adoption of a new master plan that tracks the expired one).

The CCDP accepted and anticipated continuation of approved development as of the
plan’s adoption in late 2000. The plan was adopted in anticipation of College Heights
buildout as initially approved and expected. For instance, the plan incorporated the
Future Road Network Study that specifically notes 73 approved dwelling units for
College Heights Subdivision (with 0 existing at the time). FRNS, Pg. 4.

This application amends the CCDP itself, and it does so without consideration
of the needs, expectations or health of the surrounding community.

Master Plan Area

Under CCDO §4(B)(2), “The minimum area which must be included within a master
plan shall be an entire Village Zone, Employment Center Zone or Institutional
Campus Zone, or that portion of such zone owned by the applicant.”

The master plan emcompasses substantially less than an entire village zone.
Applicant Univest Rancho Viejo has numerous landholdings in Rancha Viejo,
including the portion marked “Future Development” located between College
Heights Phase 1 and the current project. Thus, the master plan must include at least
this property. Failure to do so both violates the CCDO and unfairly leaves the
applicants’ neighbors in limbo fearing what even more intense use might be
proposed for the remaining land.

Given the applicants’ current intention to substantially modify the expected land
uses and thus interfere with the community’s settled expectations, the applicants
must adhere to the code requirement to master plan all of their holdings in
the area that may impact the residents of College Heights Phase 1.

Zoning Limitations

Applicants seek a new master plan. The term “master plan” has two associated
meanings in land use planning. The first is as a jurisdiction-wide comprehensive or
general plan. See, Santa Fe County Land Development Code Art. X, §1.33, Ordinance
1996-10 (the Code); Michael Davidson and Fay Dolnick, A Glossary of Zoning,
Development and Planning Terms 146 (1999). The second, as used in this context, is
a vehicle for zoning or subdivision approval (this application does not seek to
subdivide the land; subdivision regulations may be found in Art. V of the Code). The



Code does not define "zoning.” However, it does define “master plan” as “a report,
plans, and other submittals as required by this Code for a proposed subdivision or
zoning or re-zoning of land showing the development proposal in a manner
comprehensive enough to evaluate the scope, size, intensity, compatibility, benefits,
relationships, and impacts of a project...” Code Art. 111, §5.2 (emphasis supplied).
Thus, a master plan zones. It is not legally permissible to do so in such a limited
context.

In Albuquerque Commons Partnership v. City of Albuquerque, 144 N.M. 99, 2008-
NMSC-25 the New Mexico Supreme Court reviewed its own case law on piecemeal
zoning and revitalized several important concepts. “A targeted rezoning action is
also called a piecemeal rezoning and stands in contrast to a comprehensive
rezoning, which affects a substantial portion of land within the zoning jurisdiction
belonging to many landowners.” (internal quotations removed). A piecemeal
rezoning results in “specific properties or small groups of properties within an
otherwise similarly situated class, restricting or allowing uses in ways that do not
apply to the surrounding area or similar areas within the [zoning district].” {26.

Under Albuguerque Commons, such piecemeal rezonings must be justified by 1) a
change in conditions in the community or 2) a mistake in the original zoning. See
also, Miller v. City of Albugquerque, 89 N.M. 503, 554 P.2d 665 (1976) and Davis v. City
of Albuquerque, 98 N.M. 319, 648 P.2d 777 (1982). There is no evidence in the
record, nor do the applicants submit any information, regarding any change in the
community or mistake in the original zoning. Their zoning request completely fails
under this rule.

Albuquerque Commons does open up one other avenue to new zoning, if it is “more
advantageous to the community, as articulated in the Comprehensive Plan or other
[zoning district] master plan.” In the case of a "more advantageous” zoning, there
must be a public need for the change and proof that “that need will be best served by
changing the classification of the particular piece of property in question as
compared with other available property.” Albuguergue Commons at J30. There is
also no evidence in the record of any particular public need or site-specific
appropriateness. In this respect, the zoning is not only contrary to law, §39-3-
1.1(D)(3), but also unsupported by substantial evidence, §39-3-1.1(D)(2).

The basis of the rule re-articulated in Albugquergue Commons is logical. The Miller
court, in exploring the basis of zoning restrictions, noted the “desirable stability of
zoning classifications upon which the property owner has a right to rely, since
property may be purchased or sold or uses of the property undertaken in
reliance on existing classifications.” Miller at 506, 554 P.2d at 668 (emphasis
supplied}. Here, the community has come to expect continuation of the quiet, low
intensity single-family use that as represented to them when they purchased their
homes, and as has become an essential part of the community’s identity.



Compliance with General Plan

Art XV, Sec. 4.B.3.a of the Code requires conformance to the County’s Growth
Management Plan (currently, the 2010 Sustainable Growth Management Plan). The
SGMP requires “transitioning between land use types, intensities, and densities
using buffers and floor area ratios...” SGMP, Pg. 42, Here, there is no transition
zone between the single family residences and the 214 unit complex.

Notably, when the original developer was seeking approval for the 1997 master

plan, their land use planner stated that “College North is a transitional area between
the rural densities and the Community College.” April 30, 1996 EZA minutes.

Adjacent Lands impact Analysis

Art. XV, Sec. 4.B.3.d of the Code requires analysis of impacts to adjacent lands. The
application contains no such analysis, rendering it deficient.

HOA Membershin

Owners of single-family residences in College Heights are automatically members of
the homeowners association, Dues are substantial (~$1,000 per year) and support
many of the amenities and services enjoyed by community residents. Residents have
proceeded with the settled expectation that 53 new single-family residences would
be built, assisting them in paying these hefty dues. However, the apartment project,
on a single lot, would be all but exempt from such dues. This results in an unfair
financial burden on the College Heights Phase 1 residents.

Violation of Restrictive Covenants

The current private restrictive covenants that govern the property prohibit the
applicants’ anticipated project. My clients recognize that the County does not
enforce restrictive covenants, and they are prepared to do so themselves, although
the covenants were specifically approved by the County as part of the development
review process (See may 12, 1997 EZA minutes). However, the covenant restriction
is relevant for the County’s discretionary review as to whether amendment of the
master plan is appropriate and honors residents’ established expectations.

There is no question that the project is prohibited by the covenants (Village At
Rancho Viejo Covenant Declaration, Section 9.2): “All Lots may only be used for
single family residential use..” Although current applicants’ ability to amend the
covenants is far from clear based on a review of the relevant transactions, they
presumably assert the ability to amend the covenants under the Declarant’s rights.!

! Declarant rights are tightly regulated by the Homeowner Association Act, NMSA 1978 Section 47-7E-1,

and such an amendment may be in violation of applicants’ obligations under that act as well.
? Univest-Rancho Viejo LLC has accepted all rights and obligations of Rancho Viejo de Santa Fe, Inc. ina

4



However, there are substantive legal restrictions and prohibitions on their right to
do so.

The first of those is the requirement of uniformity. In Montoya v. Barreras, 81 N.M.
749 (1970) the Supreme Court looked at a case in which protective covenants
("detailed plan for residential development and restriction as to all of the lots in the
subdivision” Id. at 751) were amended to remove the restrictions on a single lot,
allowing it to be used for nonresidential purposes. The Court stated, “Historically,
restrictive covenants have been used to assure uniformity of development and use
of a residential area to give the owners of lots within such an area some degree of
environmental stability. To permit individual lots within an area to be relieved of
the burden of such covenants, in the absence of a clear expression in the instrument
so providing, would destroy the right to rely on restrictive covenants which has
traditionally been upheld by our law of real property” and that "All of the lots in the
subdivision were sold subject to the provisions of the declaration. Restrictions as to
the use of land are mutual, reciprocal, equitable easements in the nature of
servitudes in favor of owners of other lots within the restricted area, and constitute
property rights which run with the land... Where the covenants manifest a general
plan of restriction to residential purposes, such covenants constitute valuable
property rights of the owners of all lots in the tract.” Id. The Court then held,
“Because the grantor encumbered all of the property with restrictions, we cannot
infer from the declaration the intention that any subsequent change or changes in
the restrictions could be made applicable to only one lot or a portion of the lots in
the residential subdivision.” Id. at 753.

Just as in Montoya, the applicants seek to amend the covenants in a non-
uniform fashion. They are not permitted to do so.

Just last summer our Supreme Court looked at another substantive restriction on
amending covenants, namely the requirement of reasonableness. In Nettles v.
Ticonderoga Owners' Association, Inc,, 2013-NMSC-30 certain protective covenants
were amended to eliminate previously required road maintenance and to dilute the
plaintiff residents’ votes. The Supreme Court took on the case to “address an area of
the law that... remains vital to those with property interests in planned
subdivisions... throughout our state.” 2013-NMSC-30 at 9. The Court relied on
established authority and the Restatement in its analysis developing and
strengthening the reasonableness requirement.

Thus, the Nettles Court held, “this Court will consider not only the rights of the
individual owner, but also the rights of the other association members who expect
maintenance in keeping with the general plan... The purpose of balancing these
considerations is to ensure that the strength of the association is maintained and the
expectations and purpose are not frustrated, while also ensuring that no individual
property owner or class of owners is unduly and unexpectedly burdened for the benefit
of others in the association.” (emphasis in original; quoting Griffin v. Tall Timbers
Dev., Inc, 681 So0.2d 546, 554 (Miss.1996)).



If the applicants go forward with the master plan, they are the only ones benefitted;
the rest are unduly and unexpectedly burdened for their sole benefit. This is
exactly the situation prohibited as being unreasonable by the Supreme Court.

Marketing representations and subsequent reliance by purchasers on those
representations forms an independent prohibition on such a drastic change in plans
as well. NMSA 1978, Section 47-6-17 (Disclosure) requires a subdivider to disclose
in writing certain information about the subdivision as required by county
regulations. Santa Fe County, in turn, has adopted a subdivision disclosure format
(Code Appendix 5.C.1). The required disclosure includes the anticipated number of
parcels. Accordingly, Rancho Viejo de Santa Fe, Inc.2 filed its College Heights
Subdivision First Amended and Restated Disclosure Statement at Book 1767, Page 468
of the records of the Santa Fe County Clerk. That disclosure statement specifies the
number of parcels as 73.3 In addition, we understand that marketing materials at
the time also made a similar representation, although they appear not to have been
filed with Santa Fe County as required by Section 47-6-18(B) (no such materials
should be destroyed).

Knight v. City of Albuquerque, 110 N.M. 265 (N.M. App. 1990) concerned the Paradise
Hills Country Club Estates in Albuquerque. The original developers denominated
certain areas as part of a golf course on the subdivision plat. A successor developer
then attempted to amend the plat to develop those areas in a manner contrary to
that shown on the plat. The Court of Appeals, noting the designation and use of the
golf course and purchasers’ reliance on that designation, found that the facts gave
rise to a private right of action to prohibit development of the golf course for other
purposes. Addressing the developer’s point that the recorded covenants, conditions
and restrictions (CCR's} seemed to reserve a right in the developer to “unilaterally
change the character of the open space” the Court found such a result “patently
unfair and violative of public policy.”

The applicants’ propoesal is functionally the same. The developer consistently
represented in numerous ways, at numerous times that the subject property (Lot 1)
would contain only 73 single-family homes. This character of the subdivision was a
significant part of how the properties were represented in marketing materials and
sales pitches. Buyers who chose to live at College Heights made their choice based
on the character of the neighborhood and their understanding that it would not
change. The applicants cannot now attempt to amend the covenants or de-annex the
property in order to fundamentally change the neighborhood character, density and
form. Please refer also to Ute Park Summer Homes Ass’n v. Maxwell Land Grant Co. 77

? Univest-Rancho Viejo LLC has accepted all rights and obligations of Rancho Viejo de Santa Fe, Inc.in a
series of agreements filed with the County Clerk on December 23, 2010.

3 It is worth noting that while the disclosure statement includes a bold face note regarding development of
other land within the vicinity, it makes no such reservations regarding future development of College
Heights itself.



N.M. 730 (1967) (plat showing golf course/playground/recreation area, tennis
courts and clubhouse used in connection with sale of lots gives rise to equitable
right of enforcement, surveying other similar cases}. On the point of amending
covenants or de-annexation, Cree Meadows, Inc. v. Palmer 362 P.2d 1007 (1961) is
squarely on point. In Cree, the question presented was “whether or not any rights
are created to other areas owned by the dedicators when a plat of the subdivision is
used in making sales of lots.” Noting that “"defendants had sold lots to purchasers in
some of the subdivisions by references to the then-existing plat and the restrictive
covenants, and that some persons had purchased lots at higher prices than
ordinarily would have been paid after having examined the plat, the covenants, and
heard the representations of the owners or their agents” the Court held that the
developers were prohibited from changing covenants, and thus changing the use, on
land adjoining land that had been sold to individual purchasers through use of plats
noting the originally contemplated uses.

In Appel v. Presley Companies, 806 P.2d 1054 (1991) the original covenants on which
the purchasers relied regulated the “land use, building type, quality and size of the
residential single-family dwellings” permitted in the subdivision. The developer
later attempted to modify the covenants to permit smaller lots and townhouses to
be built on them. The Supreme Court reversed summary judgment in favor of the
developers and directed that trial was appropriate. Citing Flamingo Ranch Estates,
Inc. v. Sunshine Ranches Homeowners, Inc., 303 S0.2d 665 (Fla.Dist.Ct.App. 1974) and
Moore v. Megginson, 416 So.2d 993 (Ala. 1982) (both involving unreasonable
attempted amendment of covenants by developer to permit commercial uses
without due regard to property rights of residents), the Court held that the
appropriate determination was “whether the exceptions were reasonably exercised
or whether they essentially destroyed the covenants.” This proposal indisputably
destroys the covenants.

For these reasons, my clients object to the proposed master plan and urge you to
reject the application, allowing the applicants to move forward with the project as
originally planned and platted.

Sincerely

Attt bt

Christopher L. Graeser



Jose Larranaga

From: Vicki Schneider <vickischneider@gmail.com=>
Sent: Wednesday, March 12, 2014 5:20 PM

To: Jose Larranaga

Subject: Re: Elevation at Rancho Viejo , #MPA 13 -- 5380
Follow Up Fiag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

1

Graeser & McQueen, LLC
Attorneys at Law

316 East Marcy Street, Post Office Box 220 Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504
0220

(505) 982

9074

March 12, 2014

Santa Fe County Development Review Committee
Santa Fe County Commission

c/o Jose Larrafnaga

Commercial Development

Case Manager

joselarra@santafecountynm.gov

Dear Jose,

Please let the CDRC know that we are very opposed to the proposed change to the Master Plan in
this case. The idea of Multi-family projects in the current environment is completely unadvisable.

| am assured that many reasons for this have been submitted, so in the interest of time, please add
our names to the opposition to this item.

Thanks very much,
Vicki Schneider

BJ Irwin

99 Via Orilla Dorado
Santa Fe, NM 87508

(9190641-3096
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lose Larranaga

From: Julia Valdez

Sent; Tuesday, March 1B, 2014 3:05 PM

To: Penny Ellis-Green; Jose Larranaga
Subject: FW: Opposition to the Apartment Complex
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flzgged

FYI.

Sincerely,

ﬁ/f(/

305.986.6202

From: Joseph Kelley [mailto:kelleyklan8@earthlink.net}
Sent: Tuesday, March 18, 2014 2:07 PM

To: Liz Stefanics

Subject: Opposition to the Apartment Complex

Hi Liz,

Dottie and | are absolutely against this complex... didn’t buy my house to be degraded by
apartments that wasn’t in the overall plan.

Best,

Joe and Dottie Kelley
4 Conestoga Trl
Santa Fe, NM 87508



Jose Larranaga

From: Randy Crutcher <quantumrandy@gmail.com=> on behalf of Randy Crutcher
<gleapcoach@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 13, 2014 2:29 PM

To: Jose Larranaga

Cc: Liz Stefanics

Subject: Lelter from resident 3/13/14, CDRC Case # MPA 13-5380 Elevation at Rancho Viejo

Follaw Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

To: County Development Review Committee Case Manager Jose Larranaga

Re: CDRC Case # MPA 13-5380 Elevation at Rancho Vigjo

Proposed plan change to allow multi-family multi-story commercial apartment complex in Rancho Viejo
community

Datc: March 13, 2014

Dear Mr. Jose Larranaga,

1 am writing as a concerned resident of Santa Fe County living in the community of College Heights-Rancho
Viejo. My comments reflect my own observations, concerns and findings along with those 1’ve heard expressed
multiple times at meetings with hundreds of Rancho Vigjo residents.

Last year the Univest-Rancho Viejo corporation proposed to us a Master Plan change that would permit over
400 multi-story apartment units to be built adjacent to our single-family owner occupied omes on College
Drive, which the current Master Plan designates as the area’s development build out pattern.

We cventually learned that Univest has been in a sales negotiation with Vedura, a large commercial developer
in Phoenix, and has submitted an application to Santa Fe County to change our Master Plan to permit a project
that would be built and managed by this Phoenix firm. From Vedura’s website, here is their stated mission.

*Vedura Residential is a multifamily real estatec company founded in 2010 by Bruce Hart and Paul Fannin. Our
company’s strategy is simple: never pay more than replacement cost. We buy, below replacement cost, when
markets dip; build as markets improve; and sell at the pealks. Vedura Residential remains nimble at all times,
ready to respond to market changes. It is geographically focused. Vedura Residential will be successful in high
beta markets like Phoenix, which offer high profit opportunities, because it is a disciplined buyer and seller.
Vedura uses its expertise and experience to minimize risk while maximizing returns to our investors.”

We are not opposed to overall county goals to build sustainable affordable housing that meets the new standards
and zoning set by the Sustainable Growth Management Plan approved in 2010 with the recently passed
Sustainable Land Use Code. We recognize that we are in a new era with new criteria for evaluating proposed
projects.

We are opposed to the current proposed Master Plan change and high density apartment project as we see it as a
radical departure from the vision and nature of our Rancho Viejo community, the vision and plan we were
presented with when we moved here and our basis for investment in our community. Some of the basis for our
opposition is as follows:

--Our Master Plan provides us with covenants, codes and restrictions within an organized and accessible

1 AN . 1 a Q
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homeowner's association. These would not apply to adjacent rental housing that will have turnover in tenants,
‘vnership and management.

--This apartment project will radically increase traffic on Richards Rd, since Richards is the only outlet off
College Heights Drive. As currently proposed in the application, a connector route easement through the
property would only increase traffic congestion in the area. Logically, high-density housing creates high density
traffic.

--This project will generate dust, noise, and light pollution near our homes. The demographics of such a high-
density residential center will be at odds with surrounding communities.

--There are better places to position such a project near Rancho Viejo that have existing access and lower
impact on existing single family residential areas.

With regard to these points, some of our findings are:

The College Heights property was platted with Rancho Viejo as one community and is covered by
the Rancho Viejo North covenants that would prohibit this project without a vote of the homeowners
That the county cannot change zoning to approve a project on a spot basis, but must look at the entire
impact a new designation would have on the community.

That courts have supported property owners who come to rely on developer plans and disclosurcs
when homes are purchased

That the county plan protects adjacent property from adverse impacts of land-use changes.

T

.1 summary, we view this application as misguided and out of step with both our existing community’s plans
and needs as well as the needs for housing that meets new standards for sustainability at the county level. 1t
would set a poor precedent in this new cra. We strongly encourage you to deny this application for a plan
change and appreciate your consideration of our concerns.

Respectfully submitted,
Randy Crutcher

12A Deans Court Santa Fe, New Mexico 87508
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Ms. Liz Stefanics,

County Commissioner, District 5
P.O. Box 720

Cerrillos, New Mexico 87010

Dear Ms. Stefanics,

Last year it came to our attention that Vedura Developers and Univest were working
together to change the Master Plan at the county level. This is a Proposed Apartment
Development within Rancho Viejo behind the Santa Fe Community College on College
Drive, called "Elevation at Rancho Viejo." Project on the County Development Review
Committee (CDRC) for March 20.

| am writing because 1 am opposed to this Master Plan change and ask that you save the
college master plan as it is. Allowing 214 apartments to be built is unethical, not well
thought out (for many reasons from environmental to traffic issues); and sadly being
considered for the money—not the well intent of the Santa Fe community.

The SE connector is also areal concern and needs 1o be questioned why it is being built
when if we were doing real long term thinking of our community and college expansion,
then we would build a connector at the far end of the college campus rather than its now
considered placement (a quarter of a mile away from the college) suggested at the March
10™ meeting.

The timing of building a road connector as well as a development complex perhaps was
not thought through. We are being told that the road will begin to be laid down in 2016
yet the construction of whatever project gets the go ahead will start BEFORE the road is
completed.

Considering the traffic issues already on Richards road, it makes no sense that we would
impact the road even more with big equipment, trucks etc and even have a greater impact
on traffic, congestion and safety issues if there is a need to evacuate quickly.

[ know that you will stand by the larger Rancho Viejo community that is against this
major change to the Master plan. Please note our concern and hesitation in making this
major change to an already completed plat that has been documented and what all
residents receive when purchasing their property.

Please do the right thing!

Sipoely. ,gﬂ/ \
4@@@ U
arin Lubin

124 Deans Court
Santa Fe, NM 87508
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‘ose Larranaga
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From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Dear Mr. Larranaga:

James Joy <dr.jjoy@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, March i1, 2014 11:37 AM
Jose Larranaga

Liz Stefanics

Univest Plans in Rancho Viejo

We bought our house in Rancho Viejo in 2006. At the tine, we were attractad by the idea of a community of single-
family residences governed by homeowners associations and covenants. The community was quiet and offered

excellent views of the mountains and the night skies. Since then we have seen steady development of our area, with
many more housing units, schools, churches and businesses all utilizing Richards.

Univest's plan to build 400 apartments, however, will represent an even more threatening development. First, | doubt
that the company will stop at 400. Second, this completely goes against the concept of single-family residences,
covenants and homeowners assaociations. Third, it will disrupt the quiet in our neighborhood and the views that so
many have enjoyed. Fourth, it will take the traffic problems in our community to a new level. Fifth, apartment dwellers,
not being long-term residents, do not have the same stake in the community and that will bring a decline in community

involvement.

t urge you to NOT allow the change that Univest wants.

incerely yours,

Dr. James loy
57 E. Chili Line Rd

oRA- ile4



Jose Larranaga

From: Kristin Chancellor <kc@sfjs.net>

Sent: Thursday, March 20, 2014 12:21 AM

To: Jose Larranaga

Cc: Liz Stefanics; concernedrvhos@gmail.com

Subject: Rancho Vigjo Homeowner Objections to Proposed Apartment Building Location
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sir,

1t has been brought to our attention that Univest has made a request to build a high density, up to four hundred
unit, multi-story apartment complex in the Rancho Viejo residential community. This goes against the
contractual covenants and principals that the original developers constucted. The reason people such as
ourselves moved into this area was the promise that all who would live here would have to live under
enforceable contractual covenants such as the single home master plan, evening light restrictions, building
height restrictions and proper property maintenance. This proposal flies in the face of the promises that
convinced us to move here in the first place. It's very existence would break most of the original contractual
covenants we agreed upon.

The influx of people into this area is also a logistical nightmare. Richards road can't handle the current traffic
load into and out of the area. Adding as many as six hundred to a thousand additional vehicles to this single
road access area will be render traffic unmanageable and unsafe. | don't object to Univest developing the
property they have purchased, but I do think they or any other person or company should be held to the original
standards which started and continue to compel the community to be a model for low density rural
development.

Thank you for your time and attention.
Sincerely,

Kristin & Steve Chancellor

211 E. Chili Line Rd.

Owners, Santa Fe Jewelers Supply
3200 Mercantile Ct.

Santa Fe, NM 87507

www.sfis.net
ke(@sfjs.net
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'ose Larranaga

===
From: Glen Smerage <glens@ufl.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, April 01, 2014 11:19 AM
To: Jose Larranaga
Subject: letter, case 13-5380

187 E Chili Line Road
Santa Fe, NM 87508
505-471-2026

1 April 20114

Jose Larrafiaga, Case Manager
Building & Development Services
Santa Fe County

102 Grant Ave

Santa Fe, NM 87501-2061

Dear Mr Larrafiaga:
In spile of the dale, this letter is no joke. Please note in particular Item 6.

limplore the CORC to deny the Master Plan Amendment (MPA) to College North Master Plan (CNMP), dated February 1997, sought in SFC Permit 13-5380
by Univest Ranche Viejo and Vedura Residential Operating. Among many reasons to deny, I offer only the following few as most important,

The MPA would be an unconscionable departure to CNMP as adopted in February 1997 and presented to the public and original and subsequent buyers of
residential properties developed in Phase-1, College Heights, of CNMP. Granting the MPA would unrightfully disenfranchise those owners.

2. The MPA would affect only a portion of the undeveloped 57 acres in CNMP, itseif only 91 acres. That would be piecemeal development of land all 57
acres of which should be developed as a single, unified entity, in conjunction with College Heights and integral to the entire Rancho Vicjo (RV). 5F County
should not pursue nor permiit piecemeal development under the Community College District Ordinance (CCDO).

3. Residents of RV own and reside under strict covenants, including membership in and control by homeowners associations (HOAs). Membership and dues
payment to an HOA would not be required of residents of apartments proposed in the MPA, yet they would have access to trails, open space, and other
amenities of paying residents. That is unequal, and unconscionable treatment under law.,

4. Development of apartments under the MPA would not be governed by an HOA; therefore, it would not be subject o architectural and other requirements of
an adjacent HOA and RV overall. We can be sure that Univest would not impose on developer Vedura HOA-like requirements it imposes on resident owners.
Apartments would be an independent, incongruous island in the whole RV, a morally and legally objectionable condition.

5. Provisions of SF County's new Sustainable Land Development Code (SLDC) are inadequate to sustain quality communities like RV. Residents of RV need
time to develop with Univest and
BCC provisions in SLDC that will sustain features and quality-of-life in RV and other such communities.

6. The MPA application states that the applicant is ‘... seeking to bring the property into compliance with the CCDO by the MPA' and °...the CCDO
designates the subject praperty as a Village Zone'. Use of those statements 10 justify the apartments is phony and deceitful, an egregious artifice toward
getting their way. The 57 acres are far too small to be a village; they really are merely a portion of College Heights and a very small portion of the whole RV
Community.

i request that before closing public hearing of case 13-5380, your Committee request of Jose Larrafiaga an explanation of the two statements relative to
provisions of the CCDO.

7. The RV developing on 2500 acres, already a fine community of 1300 single residences, abundant open space, trails, and vistas, should and must be treated
as a single community, a single entity. Development of new, major segments of that 2500 acres must be done with architectural, functional, and social
harmony. Already, Bicycle Technologies Intemational and Easter Seals El Mirador are glaring, incongruous, and unwanted blights on the Community; RV
does not need additional blight of apartments proposed in the MPA.

very abviously, the site of Univest-Vedura's proposed monolith apartment complex is a scheme to exploit future students of SFCC. As a resident of
university towns forty of my adult years, | know first-hand the deterioration of near-university neighborhoods caused by off-campus, student housing, both
apartments and single family houses. Residents of RV do not want that deterioration of their neighborhoods and community to occur, Univest has land, e.g.,
near SR !4 or elsewhere in the 2500 acres of RV, much more suitable for apartments than the proposed site.



For the welfare of Rancho Viejo, please deny application 13-5380 and request that Univest complete College North Master Plan in the manner ariginally
proposed and develop its other land north and east of SFCC via large master plans in conformity with the vision and intent of CCDO and the Ranche Viejo
extant,

Sincerely,

Gien Smerage
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Rancho Viejo North Community Association, Inc.

55 Canada del Rancho, Suite B, Santa Fe, NM 87508 (505) 473-3516
www.ranchoviejonorth.com

April 16, 2014

Sanla Fe Counly Board of County Commissioners
cfo Jose Larranaga, Commercial Development Case Manager

via; email to joselarra@santafecountynm.qov

RE: Elevalion at Rancho Vigjo, #MPA 13-5380
Dear Mr. Larranaga,

The Rancho Viejo North Community Association Board of Directors submils this letter on
behalf of the homeowners of Rancho Viejo North, particularly those in College Heights. The
Board strongly opposes the requested master plan amendment o allow the construction of 214
apariment unils. The proposed apartments are inconsistent with the existing residential
neighborhood at College Heights. Al the time the residents of College Heights bought their
homes, there were representations made that future development phases would continue the
single family residential character. Residents are now concerned that an apartment complex
will negatively impact current home values in this area.

The Rancho Viejo North Community Association Board requests that this masler plan
amendment be denied.

Sincerely,
On behalf of the Rancho Viejo North Communily Association Board of Directors

/j/bwﬂ/”

Bruno Keller, President
Rancho Viejo North Community Association
bkeller@ranchovigionorth.com
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Jose Larranaga
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From: Penny Ellis-Green
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 1:48 PM
To: Jose Larranaga
Subject: FW: Regarding the proposed Apartment Complex and the changing of the Master Plan

in Rancho Viejo

From: Paul H Lujan [mailto:pbstrong 1999@vyahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 1:44 PM

To: Penny Ellis-Green
Subject: Regarding the proposed Apartment Complex and the changing of the Master Plan in Rancho Viejo

Penny Ellis-Green, Growth Management Administrator,

| am writing this e-mail to express my concern over the proposed Apartment Complex and the
changing of the Master Plan in Rancho Viejo. My address is 2A Dean's Court, and just based on the
proximity to the proposed apartment complex, | will be the one most impacted by it.

| purchased a home in Rancho Viejo back in 2001 for several reasons, but the most important was
the feeling of being in a rural environment even with the city being so close by. The nights are quiet
and all you can hear are the birds chirping and the coyotes howling. | also purchased my home, with
the understanding that Rancho Viejo would always be a community of single family dwellings in order
to maintain the beauty and peacefulness of our community. If is not fair to the 1000+ residents of out
community that this would now change. The impact on traffic alone, which is already atrocious, is
unfathomable! The sewage lines that go from the homes on College Heights to the Santa Maria de
La Paz Church and Santo Nino School already back up several times a year. | know this, because |
used to work at Santa Maria de La Paz and this seems to be a major issue. The sewage has to be
pumped uphill to the waste processing center at Rancho Viejo. How can this sewage line handle 241
apartment units, when it can't even handle 20 homes, a church and a school.

Basically the proposed revision to the Rancho Viejo Master Plan would disrupt the lives of the
countless people that now reside in Windmill Ridge, The Village, La Entrada and most importantly the
20 homes in College Heights. Please do not let this happen.

Sincerely yours,

Paul H Lujan
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'ose Larranaga
—_—_————
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From: Chris Furlanetto <crfrwf@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 11:28 AM
To: Jose Larranaga
Ce: Liz Stefanics; Penny Ellis-Green; Robert Griego
Subject: Comments on CDRC Case # Z 13-5380

Mr. Larranago:

We are writing in opposilion to the apartment complex proposed in this application. As residents of Rancho
Viejo, we are concerned thal allowing a high-density complex in our single-family development will adversely
impact the quality of life here in Rancho Viejo. The proposed development will provide absolutely no benefit to
the hundreds of residents already in Rancho Viejo. Adding another 200+ apartments al a laler dale will only
exacerbate lhe negative effects of the current application.

We ask that CDRC and the BCC act in the spirit of the Sustainable Land Development Code adopted in
December 2013. Although the Code does not officially take effect until the zoning map is approved, we believe
development decisions of this scope should be made with the provisions of the new Code in mind.

In any case, should the BCC ultimately approve this application, we strongly believe that:

o _No construction should be allowed until the Southeast Conneclor is built. Proceeding with construction with no
dditional access roadways will result in a traffic nightmare for everyone who lives in Rancho Viejo, commutes
0 SFCC, or attends Santa Maria de la Paz church or school.

o An outdoor pool should not be permitted under any circumstances, given the severe water issues here in Santa
Fe County.

Thank you for your attention to our views.

Sincerely,

Christine Furlanetto

Richard Furlanetto, MD, PhD
6 Redondo Peak

Sanla Fe, NM 87508

=

ORA- VN



Jose Larranaga

From: Penny Ellis-Green

Sent: Tuesday, April 15, 2014 8:11 AM

To: Jose Larranaga

Subject: FW: CDRC CASE # Z 13-5380 Elevation at Rancho Viejo OPPOSED!

From: Linda Weston [mailto:lindaw505@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 9:03 PM

To: Liz Stefanics; Penny Ellis-Green

Subject: CDRC CASE # Z 13-5380 Elevation at Rancho Viejo OPPOSED!!

Hello,

I appreciate you taking the tume to consider my opinion. 1am a 5 year resident of Rancho Viejo and [ am
100% OPPOSED to a change in the Master Plan for the Community College district.

I do not think an apartment complex is a good addition to the neighborhood, this was not in the original Master

Plan which I studied prior to purchasing my home in this area. This new concept and related density is a far
dramalic deviation from our community plan.

Besides the obvious problems of increases in noise, traffic, crime, light pollution, etc. the larger issue here is |
purchased a home in Rancho Viejo with the assurance that this area would be occupied by homeowners and governed
by covenants and associations. A sale of this parcel would change the contract under which | purchased my home. | have
done an informal survey in my neighborhood and we are all in agreement that this proposal to make a change is not
endorsed by any homeowner here.

Please take this into consideration and vole NO for a change in the density allowed in this Community College
district. We would appreciate it if you could please vote in favor of the Rancho Viejo residents who are in a consensus
regarding this requesl.

Thank you,
Linda Weston

57 Via Sagrada

Santa Fe, NM 87508
(505) 920-4860
lindawS05@amail.com
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April 9, 2014

Jerry & Carol Wells
14A Deans Court
Santa Fe, NM 87508

Jose Larranaga

Commercial Development Case Manager
County Land Use Administrator

P. O. Box 276

Santa Fe, NM 87504-0276

Dear Mr. Larranaga
Re: Elevation at Rancho Viejo #MPA 13-5380

This letter is in response to Legal notice published in the Santa Fe New Mexico on March 31, 2014
regarding a pubtic hearing on an amendment to the Coltege Master Plan on 56.91 acres for the
development of an multifamily residential community.

1 had previously written my objections to this development, however; the hearing was rescheduled for
April 17", so I am resubmitting my comments in opposition to this development.

Univest-Rancho Viejo proposed this development over a year ago at which time we voiced our
objections to this development as it would substantially increase traffic on College Drive and it was a
change in the original design of the neighborhood from single family housing to multifamily rental
housing. The original proposal submitted by Univest-Rancho Viejo was to build two multifamily rental
housing units in two phases each development consisting of approximately 240 housing units. The
proposal was marketed as a “Luxury” apartment complex.

After receiving considerable opposition to these plans, Univest-Rancho Viejo altered their plans and
presented a proposal very similar to the current proposal. Once again the Community voiced
opposition to this plan.

At a meeting in the fall of 2013 a meeting was held to establish a Community/Developer joint task
force for purposes of addressing many of the issues voiced in our opposition to this development. At
the end of the meeting we were informed that this proposed development was not included in this new
joint task force as the College Drive property was being sold to Vedura Residential Operating LLC.
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We are now told that this sale has not been completed and it appears that Univest-Rancho Viejo is a
partner or is spearheading the development for Vedura Residential Operating LLC because of their ties
to the community.

Our original opposition to this development has not been resolved. Our issues are the increase in traffic
on College Drive, the change from single family owner occupied homes to multifamily rental units.

We do not believe these rental units will be “Luxury” apartments as it is quite evident that they are
intended as student housing for SFCC.

Our concems with student housing is the fact that College students do not maintain the property, have
late night parties and are constantly traveling back and forth to social events, work, school, friends
houses etc. We have rented to College students in a College town and know the ramifications of
renting to College students.

The traffic study presented assumes that the traffic on College Drive will not increase significantly. Tt
is unknown how many automobiles the study assumes for each apartments but I would expect no fewer
than at least two per unit and considering the residents would in all likelihood be students, | would
expect some units would have up to four automobiles per unit.

The multifamily rental housing is proposed assuming the South East Connector runs west of the
proposed site. As the developer probably is working with the county to make that happen, it may
relieve some of the traffic concerns, but not as many as the traffic study seems to imply.

The multifamily rental housing is only a short distance from a significant archaeological site. Knowing
young adolescent children tend to wonder off to explore unoccupied areas of the surrounding areas to
the homes, 1 would expect this site is at risk.

The proposal as submitted leaves open the question of the second multifamily rental units and would in
fact increase traffic substantially above the projections.

It may be noted that the round about at Richards and College Drive is rated as a failure. While it is true
the South East Connector may help the rating on this roundabout, it would still be rated at a failure or
near failure rating with the rental units.

As a homeowner in College Heights, I must follow the covenants established by the Rancho Viejo
Homeowners associations. These covenants protect homeowners rights, rights which the multifamily
rental units will not be required to follow.

We live in a natural dry land environment which is highly flammable and easily destroyed by wildfires,
unplanned pedestrian, bike and off road vehicle trails.

As a final issue, we find it unreasonable for multifamily housing to be allowed a swimming pool when

residents of Rancho Viejo are not allowed to have swimming pools and which saves our valuable water
resources. The pool would make the multifamily rental units for College students even more attractive

for late night parties with significant use of alcohol and drugs.



We have real concerns over our ability to exit or enter our street during heavy traffic periods. We are
also concerned about our ability to evacuate our neighborhood in case of a wildfire in the grasslands
surrounding our neighborhood., as there is only one exit out of the neighborhood. We need a turning
lane on College Drive into Bumt Water so as not to tie up traffic exiting SFCC and utilizing College
Drive to connect to the South East connector . We would like to see a parking lot for SFCC to be
planned along the side of the South East connector behind the Witter Fitness Center to reduce traffic on
College Drive.

We ask that you require this section of land be developed as originally platted in the Master Plan and
as presented to the residents of College Heights at the time they purchased their single family homes.

Sincerely,
Jerry Wells
Carol Wells

CC: Liz Stefanics, Commissioner



Jose Larranaga
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From: Penny Ellis-Green
Sent: Tuesday, April 15, 2014 3;28 PM
To: Jose Larranaga
Subject: Fwd: proposed zoning change

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID

-------- Original Message --------

Subject: proposed zoning change

From: Doug Konen <dkonen@comcast.net>

To: Penny Ellis-Green <pengreen(@co.santa-fe.nm.us>
CC:

Ms. Ellis-Green,

| have heard about proposed zoning changes to the Rancho Viejo master plan that would allow for
the construction of apartment buildings near the College. As a homeowner in this community | am
opposed to this idea, at least in the area now being discussed. Apartment housing will have
numerous detrimental effects on the quality of life, not least among them single family property
values, housing density and dangerous traffic.

| urge the Commissioners or those involved in land use planning and laws to deny permission to build
apartment buildings on College Rd or near the College. There are probably other, far more suitable
places to locate an apariment complex within the Rancho Viejo development.

Douglas Konen
26 Panther Peak
Santa Fe 87508



From: Susie Knight <confettisuz@hotmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, April 17, 2014 2:58 PM
To: Jose Larranaga
Subject: 17th meeting

Dear Mr. Larrg,
| am writing for the two adults in this household who live in Rancho Viejo, Village 1.

We are both completely against allowing apartment complexes to be built in the College Heights area of
Rancho Viejo.

There is already too much traffic on Richards Avenue.
The infrastructure doesn't exist to accomodate such an additional population.
Apartment buildings reduce the real estate value of private homes in the immediate area.

Thanks for listening.

Respectfully,

usan Knight and Karl Johnsen
7 Grayhawk Place
Santa Fe, NM 87508
505-438-0404
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Jose Larranaga I— s

From: Glen Smerage <glens@ufl.edu>

Sent: Thursday, April 17, 2014 10:08 PM

To: Jose Larranaga

Subject: new letter, case 13-5380
187 E Chili Line Road
Santa Fe, NM 87508
505-471-2026
17 Apn1 20114

Jose Larranaga, Case Manager
Building & Development Services
Santa Fe County

102 Grant Ave

Santa Fe, NM B7501-2061

Dear Mr Larmaiiaga:

Below is copy of the body of the lefter I sent tonight to CDRC after its aborted Public Hearing on Case 13-5380 today, 17 April. lts contents and emphases
differ substantially from my 1 April letier {also to you) on the same case.

Glen Smerage

Dear Committee Members;

Your Packets for today end with my 1 April letter containing B valid & compelling reasons for denial of this proposal. 1 present below my intended comments
for today’s aborted meeting. | hope you will read both letters before your 15 May Public Hearing; their contents and emphases differ significantly.

1t is axiomatic that many things are conceived and initially created well only to be subsequently degraded and even destroyed by their creators. That axiom
may now apply to Univest and Rancho Viejo (RV).

RV is 2 totally new community conceived and created by original land owners on virgin ranch land. Now only 13 years old, it is a special community of 1300
single-family residences, schools, churches, open spaces, trails, and superb vistas, It is a community of pleasing, harmonious structure and architectures of
homes offering residents a high quality of life. Of my many concerns about this proposal, the greatest is the significant depariure in community character and
lack of compatible controls as commercial functions and structures are added to RV,

Until 2012, the vision of original land owners, who are among principals of Univest, was well achieved at RV, and residents eagerly bought into that vision.
Indeed, many of us paid lot premiums for that privilege. Univest now seeks to add commercial functions and structures to our Community, commencing in
2012 with Easter Seals El Mirador, BT (Bicycle Technologies International), and now proposed apartment. We are not against commercial additions to RV;
we are against the incompatible, degrading ways by which it is being done by Univest. Instead of working with residents to assure structurally and
architecturally harmonious commercial additions that retain superb qualities of RV, Univest works against us—against the Community,

What residents do with their properties is highly controlled by covenants and homeowner association fees and regulations that are good for the Community.

No comparable covenants and association controls apply to commercial development in RV, and Univest is indifferent to, even against controls, aesthetics,

and harmony. Easter Seals, BTI, and proposed apartments are in location, function, and architecture inappropriate, ugly, incongruous with, and degrading of
Smerage to CDRC, page 2.

the major portion of our Community, the large, adjacent residential units. Further commercial development in RV must be done in conformity with
meaningful covenants and oversight by HOAs.

Santa Fe County is no help to us in adding well commercial functions to our Community. Its CCDO and new SLDC really do not address factors affecting
harmonious development and sustainability of new communities. That major deficiency and irresponsibility of both ordinances is detrimental to RV and other
new communities.

1 implore you to deny this application by Univest-Vedura and, furthermore, to suggest strongly to BCC that it quickly amend CCDO and SLDC with
regulations that assure compatibility of residential and commercial facets and sustainability of new communities.

Sincerely,



'ose Larranaga

From:
Sent:
Ta:

Subject:

pateperrin@®aocl.com

Wednesday, April 30, 2014 3:47 PM

Jose Larranaga; gevezich@gmail.com; tunick@swcp.com; concernedrvhos@gmail.com;
raquel_burns@shamrockfoods.com; marsjohnd@gmail.com; huntdsteve@gmail.com;
david@bsnsantafe.com; arjjjg@comcast.net; evelyn@nmlandandhomes.com;
Flopez3951@aol.com; quantumrandy@gmail.com; pbstrong_1999@yahoo.com;
gleapcoach@gmail.com; ceasterwood@nmb-t.com; karinlubin@gmail.com;
swg.lgg@gmail.com; a63Ip@yahoo.com; kcad @mac.com; jimshuba@aol.com;
sumac3b@comcast.net; leelowary@gmail.com; jwells7465@comcast.net;
bkrasnow@sfnewmexican.com; mlaendle@yahoo.com; pateperrin@aol.com

Request ta retain the expired College Heights Master Plan

Univest (Rancho Viejo) sald the homes on College Drive, promising a single-family, low-rise development of 73 homes.

The College Heights Master Plan apparently expired recently and now Univest wants to sell half of the land in our planned
community to a Phoenix Developer and produce high-density apartment housing.

1 ask that our Old Master Plan be retained and renewed--no malter who owns the land--for single family housing as

promised.
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From: Glen Smerage

Sent: Friday, May 2, 2014 7:47 AM
To: Liz Stefanics

Subject: a big question

187 E Chili Line Road
Santa Fe, NM 87508
505-471-2026

glens@ufl.edu
2 May 2014

Commissioner Liz Stefanics
Santa Fe County Commission
102 Grant Ave

Santa Fe, NM 87501-2061

Dear Commissioner Stefanics:

Each time I have written to you prior to a public hearing to express concem and criticism and request denial of a
development proposal in Rancho Viejo by Univest Ranch Viejo, LLC, you have invoked ‘Ex Parte'. How, then,
am | to communicate to you in timely manner my concerns and criticisms in such cases so that you may
consider in your decision process my input as an affected resident?

I may and usually do speak at Public Hearings on Univest’s proposals, but let’s be honest, speaking at the
Public Hearings is almost worthless. Governing laws and procedures of Santa Fe County Public Hearings place
great disparity between developer and public individuals. Developers are permitted unlimited time in Hearings
to present their case, rebut public criticisms, and answer commissioner questions. No such privilege is accorded
members of the public! Criticisms of development issues typically are multifaceted; in no way can an individual
express with adequate substance multiple criticisms in the typical three minutes, often only two, permitted per
speaker. That is a ridiculous expectation!

How may I address a letter to you and other commissioners to assure that it gets into your Packets of
Materials/Documents for the Commission meeting on the date of a Public Hearing of interest? The public
meaningfully must communicate with commissioners, not Penny Ellis-Green and others. Of course,
commissioners may ignore letters from its public, but we must write for more adequate communication with
you and hope that you have more integrity than that.

Sincerely,

Glen Smerage

OBA - 1719



Jose Larranaga

From: pateperrin@aol.com
Sent: Saturday, May 03, 2014 1:53 PM
To: Jose Larranaga; Jose Larranaga; Liz Stefanics; gevezich@gmail.com; tunick@swcp.com;

concernedrvhos@gmail.com; raquel_burns@shamrockfoods.com; marsjohn4
@gmail.com; huntdsteve@gmail.com; david@bsnsantafe.com; arjjjg@comcast.net;
evelyn@nmlandandhomes.com; Flopez3951 @aol.com; quantumrandy@gmail.com;
pbstrong_1999@yahoo.com; gleapcoach@gmail.com; ceasterwood@nmb-t.com:
karinlubin@gmail.com; swg.lgg@gmail.com; a63Ip@yahoo.com; kcod@mac.com;
Jjimshuba@aol.com; sumac3b@comcast.net; leelowary@gmail.com; jwells7465
@comcast.net; bkrasnow@sfnewmexican.com; mlaendle@yahoo.com;
pateperrin@aol.com; tunick@vsci.net; detwiler@cybermesa.com;
michelle.ensey@state.nm,us

Subject: Fwd: CORC Case # MI5 13-5380 Elevation at Rancho Viejo Master Plan Amendment,
Archaeological site LA 110168

Categories: Red Category

Dear Mr. Jose Larragana and County Commissianer Slefanics:

Please note below that Univest/Vedura, developers of 215-415 apartment units off College Heights Road are not willing to
pay for an assessment of an archelogical sile located on or near the development.

ome of us in College Heights know and prolect the location of this site.

We believe it to be at high risk and on or very near the land possibly scheduled for the Elevation at Rancho Viejo ar
Soulheast Connector development. The site should be identified and fenced off.

Sincerely, Pat E. Perrin
505-474-3453

10 Deans Court

Santa Fe, NM 87508

-—--Original Message—---

From: Ensey, Michelle, DCA, DCA <michelle.ensey@state.nm.us>

To: paleperrin <paleperrin@aol.com>

Sent: Thu, May 1, 2014 10:23 am

Subject: RE: CDRC Case # MIS 13-5380 Elevation at Rancho Viejo Master Plan Amendment, Archaeological site LA
110168

Pat,

Thank you for your email and | understand your concerns. Unfortunately, | cannot share the location of LA
110168 because site locations are confidential under state law. We try to protect the locations of sites to
ensure that their locations are not available to the public at large in case the information gets into the wrong
hands and leads to the destruction of the site. | can tell you that LA 110168 was originally documented in 1995
and revisited again in 2009. It was determined to be significant in 1995 and a non-disturbance easement was

‘aced on the site as required under the Santa Fe County Land Use Ordinance. Under the ordinance, a site is
-ignificant if it is 75 years or older and has the potential to provide information on the prehistory and history of
the Santa Fe area. Sites usually remain in a non-disturbance easement until a treatment plan (usually
excavation) is implemented to recover the significant data from the site and this easement is marked on the
plat to ensure protection.

r\ﬁn_. |\ ¢ r



Because the County does not employ a professional archaeolegist, they submit development plans and plats
to this office for my review, along with archaeological survey reports and treatment plans. Since the State has
no jurisdiction on private land (unless there is federal money involved, or the historic property is listed on the
State Register of Cultural Properties), my review is limited to providing comments and advice to the County. |
cannot require that the County impose conditions on a developer that are outside the scope of their
ordinance. For this particular development, the developer indicated that they will continue to avoid the site;
however, | did recommend that they hire a professional archaeologist to reassess the site. The plat showing
the non-disturbance easement may not be accurate. The firm that conducted the initial recording in 1995 did
not always accurately map the sites that they discovered. n other situations, | have found that this firm
mislocated sites, placing the non-disturbance easement in the wrong location, and sometimes they placed a
very large non-disturbance easement on the site where it wasn't warranted. [ do not know if the 2009
recording of the site provided a new non-disturbance easement. If it did, that information is likely to be more
accurate. Nonetheless, as a result of my experience, | recommended the new assessment to make sure the
site is located correctly on our maps and that the non-disturbance easement is of appropriate size and in the
right place. The developer disagreed with my recommendation and to my knowledge will not be conducting
the assessment. As | mentioned, | cannot require the reassessment. The County did, however, notify me that
the plans have changed and the development may be closer to the site. They will be sending the new plan
and plat to me for review, but | have not received it yet. When | do, | will reiterate my concerns.

| recommend that you write letters to the County commissioners and also attend the meeting when the plan will
be reviewed so that the commissioners can hear your concerns. They are the only ones that can ask the
developer to conduct additional work. In the meantime, please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any
other questions.

Sincerely,

Michelle M. Ensey

Archaeologist

NM State Historic Preservation Office
407 Galisteo Street, Ste. 236

Sanla Fe, NM 87501

(505) 827-4064
www.nmhistoricpreservation.org

From: pateperrint@aol.com [maillo:pateperrin@®aocl.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 30, 2014 4:15 PM

To: Ensey, Michelle, DCA

Subject: CDRC Case # MIS 13-5380 Elevation at Rancho Viejo Master Plan Amendment, Archaeological site LA 110168

My name is Pat Perrin and | live off College Drive just north of the Community College in Ranche Viejo's College Heights.

Univest (Rancho Viejo Developers) is planning on selling a parcel of land in College Heights to Phoenix Developer
Vedura, which wants to build a high-rise apartment complex in an area near the archeological site listed above.

This parcel is next to Burnt Waler Road, which borders our 20+ homes. Those of us in Rancho Viejo's College Heights
neighborhood are decidedly opposed to this concept because Univest sold us our homes with promises that this adjacent
parcel would complete our cammunity for a tolal of 73 single-family homes.

Consequently, we have learned nol to trust Univest.

We wonder if you have any maps that document the exact location of LA 110168,

We are also curious about the value of the site. Do you have any criteria which indicates the value of this site?

Is the archeologist who will be hired to verify the site and its boundaries hired by the State or the Vedura/Univest

developer?
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I would be happy to come;l vn and look at your maps.

wWe urge you to consider independent review if you wish to preserve this site.
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Jose Larranaga

From: Eunice Vellon <eunice.vellon@gmail.com:>

Sent: Friday, June 27, 2014 3:21 PM

To: Jose Larranaga

Subject: MPA 13-2061 FOR DELIVERY TO THE BCC COMMISSIONERS
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Board of County Commissioners
102 Grant Ave.
Santa Fe, NM 87501-2061

6/27/2014
Mr. Chairman and Commissioners

| sat in the county chamber last month while Ms Jenkins of Jenkins Gavin acting as agent for Univest Rancho
Viejo and Vedura Residential presented the proposal for the multifamily development in College
Heights/Rancho Viejo {case # MPA 13-5380) to the CDRC. ['m not sure how many times during her
presentation Ms Jenkins referred to “THE COUNTY” but it was a lot. She told us what the county wanted and
needed. She explained how this development was going to benefit the county and provide something that
was not otherwise available in the county.

But the county is not an abstract entity. It is the men, women and children who live, shop, own businesses
and homes, employ our citizens, attend our schools, play in our parks and pay taxes in and to the county of
Santa Fe. It's the people who will be sitting in those chambers on July 8; those who will come to be heard and
those who come to hear how you will respond to our concerns. It's those who went to the two previous
monthly meetings of the CDRC and to the numerous other meetings regarding this and other related issues.
It's the homeowners, and renters who have signed petitions, sent e-mails, and written letters. Mister
Chairman and Commissioners, that county wants to be heard—not just politely listened to, but actually
heard. The applicant and their agents do not and indeed cannot speak for us:

e The applicant is in Arizona.

» The applicant according to their own website is only interested in maximizing their return on investment. “Buy
low and sell high" is their motto.

¢ The applicant does not always maintain ownership and manage the projects they develop contrary to what their
agent has told us and you.

» The applicant makes decisions based only on their bottom line.

We, on the other hand, are interested in investing in our community and making it the best living and working
environment that we can because it is “OUR COMMUNITY—0UR HOME—OUR COUNTY.”

It has been intimated that the developer has addressed the concerns of the residents by moving the site %4
mile east of the current College Heights development to the eastern side of the yet to be built SE Connector
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and allowing for a buffer zone of indeterminate description to be built between the existing homes and the
apartments.

IOTHING COULD BE FURTHER FROM THE TRUTH. The residents of Rancho Viejo have been consistently and
unequivocally opposed to this project in all its changing forms. There are much better locations for
apartments in terms of public transportation, local shopping, employment, and wider roads—and--with good
access to trails, bike paths and the Community College. Contrary to the intimations presented by the
applicant, our objections are not because they are apartments, but because these apartments are not
consistent with the planned development that the residents bought into and will result in a devaluation of our
environment. This devaluation will be real regardless of whether or not it results in a devaluation of our house
values which is a questionable assumption at best.

At the CDRC meeting, Ms Jenkins postulated that the existence of two apartment complexes, which she drives
by every day, have no impact on the value of her home and others in her neighborhood because those homes
sell for a lot of money. You cannot prove a negative in that way. Since the apartment complexes do exist and
preexisted most of the homes built, there is no way to determine what impact their existence had or has on
the price of homes. You cannot say with any certainty that the $600,000.00 home would not be a $900,000.00
home if the apartments did not exist. Her example may have an emotional appeal, but it is an invalid
argument and has no bearing on the current proposal.

During that same presentation for the College Heights project there was a slide that the applicant’s agent did
not show the committee. Itis the one that designates the acreage to the east of the current site in their
application as reserved for future multifamily development. So contrary to the 214 apartments they are
asking you to approve, we could actually be looking at 400+ apartments and the cars and other potential

rroblems that go with them. They also failed to indicate what would be built in the buffer zone which could
be another 200+ apartments.

The applicant assured the committee and us that the number of residents and income requirements will be
strictly adhered to. The largest apartment, 3 bedrooms, 3 baths, will rent for approximately $1350.00

mo. Anyone renting this apartment would need to make 3 X the rent or $4050.00 mo. If a family consisting of
say a mother, father and 4 children (2 boys and 2 girls) earning the 4000+ a month salary were allowed to rent
this apartment, the management could not refuse to rent to 6 single people with a combined income of
54000. That would be discrimination. Each of those 6 people would have to put up $225.00 a month

rent. Pretty affordable | would say. And the much touted amenities would make it an even better deal.

The applicant has assured us that these apartments would not be “student housing” and that the college has
nothing to do with the development. That may be technically true, but at a meeting with the college
administration, we were told they would make wonderful housing for the international students the college
was hoping to attract, and for other students who come from out of town and want to take advantage of the
new 4 year program that is being developed. The college hopes to double in size within the next decade. The
applicant assures us that the college is very much in favor of these apartments. Of course they are. Having
these apartments so close by allows the college to devote their funds and future development to other
areas. They won’'t have to build on-campus housing.

There is another project at St. Francis and Rabbit Road that is being proposed that will include 650 dwelling

inits and 760,000 sq.ft. of non-residential space. We were told that the traffic issues were being addressed,
but the number of cars referenced at the committee hearing referred to only a small portion of these
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proposed units. Even if you could limit the number to 2 cars per residential unit and 1 car to each 500 sq.ft. of
non-residential space (which you cannot), you are still talking about 2820 cars.

The so-called employment center within Rancho Viejo and the build-out of the rest of the residential units
within Rancho Viejo will add even more density and traffic congestion. | wish | could give you a number, but
that seems to be an ever-moving target as well.

And these are just two developments that we are aware of.

None of these concerns are being adequately addressed because the whole picture is never presented. The
developers are attempting to break the various projects into small increments so that the total impact is not
apparent. But somebody needs to look at all the projects—not only in Rancho Viejo but nearby in the county--
and evaluate each project within the context of that whole. That is the idea behind a Master Plan whether it is
a single development or a whole district.

The Community College District may be the area that the county representatives have designated for
development, but that development has to be done responsibly and with a view to maximizing not only tax
revenues, but the benefits accrued by the residents of the county—present and future.

We have great respect and appreciation for all of the people who work with and for the county--paid and
unpaid. You represent all of us in trying to insure that our best interests are served and that the codes are
adhered to. When new applications for development are presented to the county there are requirements like
traffic and environmental impact studies, archeological evaluations, etc. But many of those occur after the
approval process. How can you adequately evaluate a project unless the environmental impact study includes
other proposed and approved projects within that environment? There will always be unknowns, but we
should at least require that the knowns be acknowledged and considered.

We have been told that we are not “the applicant” who is granted time and great latitude in presenting their
proposal to the board. But we are the ones who will have to live with the consequences of your
recommendations. It is our homes and our neighborhoods that will be irrevocably changed and negatively
impacted. Itis the vision that we were sold that will be tossed out to be replaced by something totally
different and significantly inferior—all in the name of bigger profits. You are our voice, and we ask that you act
as our voice by rejecting this application.

Thank you

Eunice Vellon

95 Via Orilla Dorado
Rancho Viejo

Santa Fe, NM 87508
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VIII. Concluding Business

A. Announcements
B. Adjournment (Action Items)












